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PREFACE 

This book makes no claim to originalityoftho~~glll, for its 
purpose is only to introduce beginners to what che great 
moralisuhavc choughtin the past and are thinking to-day 
about ethical matters. It differs from other elementary 
tcxt·booksingivingalargcrplacctothcworkoflivingwritcrs 
oncthies,andtodososccmsadvisablcc"cninaninu-oductory 
tcxt·book,bccauscoftherichcontribulionsmadebytwenticth 
centurymoralistsbothtotheintcrpretationoftheirp~ece· 

sonandtooriginalethicalspeculation. Mostteachento-day 
feel that the older introductions, the best of which were 
writtc:n in the now unfamiliar language of late nineteenth 
century Idealism, are out of date, and the conviction that 
a more modcrnintroductioninsimplelanguage is ru:edcd 
byundcrgraduatesduringtheirfintyear'sstudyofethieshas 
bccnmychicfreasonforwritingtbisbook. 

It is fitting that I should thank all those whose teachings 
andwritingshavebcenuscdinthisbook;thcfn:qucncywith 
whichthcnamesofsomcmoralisrsoccurinthctextorfoot· 
notA indicates those to whom I owe most. The arrangement 
oftopies has been largely determined by their order in the 
syllabusforthcfirstyur'scourscincthics,prcscribcdbythc 
UniversityofthcPanjab,inwhichl have been privileged to 
bc a tc:acher, and my own presentation of the subject has 
probablybccninflucncedmorcthanlrcalisebyalonguseof 
Mackenzie's MamUll~fEthicr, the tc><t·book prescribed for 
that course. 

I ame=pccially gratc.fultomywifcwho, after carefully 
rcadingmyscript,haspointcdoutmanypa.ssageswhichin 
thciroriginalfonnwerclikclytobcmisllndentoodbybcgin. 
ncn, and hu helped me to amend them, and to my sisters, 
Misses lsobcl and Mary Lillie, who have uttdertaken the 
wcarisomctnskofcnrnctingproofs. 



Anlntrodudi1111to Ethics 

La~!':e ~/t:~t!~n,:_~ie~a~!s a~~pi:d e:r;~ 0;1aJ~: 
ethical discussioll5 in the last few yearn. I wish to exprcss 
my gTatitude to my colleague, Dr. R. W. Hepburn, of 
the Department of Moral Philosophy in this University, who 
read the ehapter in manUS<:ript, and made several most 
hdpful suggestions. 

Ki~c;:~~· 
March,I9$S· 
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Chapter I 

THE NATURE OF ETHICS 

§r. A Pro~isional Dtfi•iliDq 
lnordinaryoon,·•·~tionwcoftenhearsuchstatcmentsas; 

'Heoughtnottoha, .... donethis','ltisagoodthingtohdp 
one's neighbours', 'He is a thoroughly good man', 'His 
character is bad', 'He was only doing his duty', or 'It is 
always right to speak the truth.' \\"hcnsuch.uatemcntsare 
madctheyarefrcqucntlycontradictcd by someone hearing 
thcm,:~ndthishyi:sclfsuggcststhattheyarcnotassimplcas 
atlirstsighttheyappcartobc. lfafricnddisagrecswithmy 
statement that Smith is a thorough I)• good man, he may do so 
for one of two reasons. (a) He may know facts about Smith's 
bchavioorwhicharcnnknowntome;andifhetcUsrncthese 
faetsllndconvinccsmeth:ll thcyarclrue, I shall then be 
rcadytoadmitthatSmithisinsomtraP"etsnotagoodman. 
(h) Itmaybethec.1sc,howevcr,thatmyfricndandlboth 
know thcsarnc facts about Smith, and yet I continue to hold 
tlmt Smith is thoroughly good, while my friend considers him 
robe bad. Now weare using thcwords'good'and'bad' 
withdifferenlrneanings,and, unlilwccometosomeagree­
mcntastothdrmcanings,wearcnotlikclytoagr«:inour 
opinionofSmith. Thisisjustthekindofqucstionwithwhich 
ethics deals-what is the lru~ meaning of such words as 'good' 
and 'right" :~nd 'ough<' which are used so commonly in 
<>Verydayconvcrsation. "Whcnwecomctoanagrccmentas 
10 the meaning of such words, other qucslions will arise. 
We m:~y ask whc<her it is possible for us to know whether 
Smilh is good or bad; we may ask on what grounds Smith 
~hoold give up 1ha.e ac<ivitics which we h:wc agTCcd to call 
bad,andshouldcngagcinthoscwhkhwehavcngn:edtoca\1 

]good. All these and many o<hcr similar questions are within 
•thescopeofcthics. 
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We may define ethics n~ the normative science of the con­
duct of huUlan hcings Hviug in societies-a science which 
judges1hi~conduct 10 bcrightorwrong, to~good or bad, 
orinsomcsimilarway. Thisdcfinitionsa} .. ,firstofall,that 
cthicsisasciencc,andascicnccmaybcdcfincdasasystcmatie 
and more or le>.s complete body of knowledge abe>ut a par­
ticularsetofrelatedcven!Sorobjccts. lnlhisaccountof 
scicnce,lheimportantwordisg.<ltmalic;sci~ntifi<::knowledge 
differs from the ordinary, haphaUt.rd knowledge of unedu­
cated people in bcingarrangedinadefinitccohcre~tsystcm. 
Aseieneealsoaimsatprovidingascomplcteaknowlcdgeof 
iiS subjcct-maucras it can, although, in the present state of 
knowlcdge,noscienceisperfcetinthisrcspect. Atthesame 
time, the scientist may leave out details that he knows, in 
order to give a simplcranddcan:r presentation of the im­
portant oonnexions of the faets which he studies. It is 
generally agn:cd that a piece of knowledge cann::.-1 be re­
garded as 'scientific' until it is accepted by thO><: who an: 
lcamcdintheparticularseience<::oneerned:inmcdicine,for 
c1<amplc, th~ n~w cure.o which an: so convincingly advertised 
cannotbcn:gardedasscicntifieuntilthcyhavebccnrecog­
nizedascfl"ective by capable doctors. Finally, the sphere of 
asc.icnccislimitedtooncsctoffaetsorobjeets;nos<::icnee 
~alswithallthc fa<:ts known about the universe; to deal 
with the universe as a whole is the work of metaphysie.o or 
philosophy, which is not a science. Eat:h science has its own 

fparticularsphcre; botanydealswithplants,psycholon with 
minds, and cthia with <::ertainjudgemcnts that we make about 
humanoondu<::t. 

The sdcnces which ~•·e studied in. the laboratories of our 
universities are desuiptive or positive S<:icncco. Positive 
S<:iencesdescribeobjcctsorpho::nomcnaaswe observe them 
withoureycsandothcrscnsc:-orgaru,orin.thecaseofmental 
processes like desiring and willing as we observe them by 
introspection or looking inside our minds. ('Phenomenon.' 
isjustthctechnicaltcrmforanythingthateanbcobservcd.in 

:~~ ~~a~-ljee~'i: ;~~n: .. ri~7~h:;~~:,.'::t1::;:: o!i:~~ 
planttobegoodorbad, or even to be beautiful or ugly, he 
isnolongerdoingtheworkofabotani5t,whosebusinCS9itis 
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to describe what he observes without judging either its 
reality or its value. The psychologistdt!<cribes the mental 
processes like intention and willing which lead. to human 
conduct, but, as psychologist, he has no concern with the 
goodness or badness of that conduct. There is a group of 
sciences, however, whichdonotdcaldircctlywithobscrvcd 
factsbutwhichdcal,assystematicallyandcomplctclya.sis 

~J:~1~-.,j~~~h~e~::~::r~.,0~, r:~d t~cs:0=n~~ c;~e~~u~X 
normative sciences. Aesthetics, for example, deals s~-stcmatic· 
allywiththcstandardsbywhichwejudgcobjcctsofpcrccp. 
tion,commonlysightsandsounds,tobebcautifulorugly. 
Logic deals with the standards by which v.-cjudgc statements 
tobctrueorfalsc,and_ethiesdealswiththestandardsbywhich 
we judge human actions to be right or I• TOng.~ The nonnative 
sciences differ from the positive sciences in one more way; 
theydonotmerclydcsc:ribethestandardsbywhichwcjudge; 
theyarealroconccmedwith thcvalidityortruthofthcsc 
standards. Inethicsforexampleitisnotenoughtodeseribe 
the rules by which men have tested their conduct, such as 
the Ten Commandments of the Hebrews; we also ask in 
ethics why these rules arc v:>.lid or oo what grounds we ought 
to obse-rve them. 

Ethicshasbcendclincdasthenonnativcs<;icn~;eofconduct,• 
and conduct is a collective name for voluntary actions. In. 
common speech we judge many things other thao human 
actionstobcgoodorbad;wcspeakforcxampleofgooclwine 
andbadluek. Thcwords'goocl'and 'bad'areusedam· 
biguously in ordinary speech. A single science may be 
required to deal withtheminallthcirv:ariousmeaningsand 
todistinguishthesemcaningsfromoncanothcr,andsucha 
s<:icnceissomctimcscalledaxiologyorthescienccofvalucs. 
Weshallseelatcrthatoncethiealthcoryholdsthatwhatwc 
meanbycallinganactionrightorgooclisthatitleadstoa 
rcsultwhichisgoodinoneofthevarioussensesofgoocl,and, 
if this theory he accepted, astudyofcthicswouldrequiN: to 
be completed by a study of axiology. At the outset, however, 
itwillkeepthingsmorcclearifweconfinccthicstothestudy 
of human conduct and leave to axiology the study of other 
Jhin~r.~ that ran be called good or bad. Conduct does not 
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includcthoschumanactivitkslikcthccirculationofthcblood 
overwhichmostnornu.l people have nocontrol,lmt it in· 
eludes all ~-olunt~ry actions. A voluntary action is an action 
th.atam.ancouldhavcdonedifferendyifhch:~.dsoch.,scn. 
Vo\untary:lctionsinc\udea\1 willed or volition:~.] acdonsin 
wh.ich.th.ereisaconsciom procc.ssofwillino;:"like the action 
ofastudcntm.atriculatinginaunivcrsity. Volunmryactions 
alsoincluo:lcccrtainactio"",whcrethcremaybcnoconscious 
processofwi\lingata\1, provided that the docrc<;mld hav<" 
prevented or changed the action by choosing to do so. A 
hallitual:~ctionlikcachild'ssuckingofhisthumb, or even a 
reftcxactionlikeblinkinginastronglight,maybcvoluntary 
althoughdtcdocrofthcscactio""maynotbethinkingabout 
them at all. The doer, byattendingtothemandchoosing, 
couldhavedoncthcseactiolllldi(ferentlyorrcfrnincdfrom 
doingthematall,andsothcymwtbcregardedasvnluntary. 
Sometimcspeopletrytocxcuscthcirwrongactio""l"saying 
thatthcseactionswere notdelibcrntelywi\lcdorch>SCn,as 
when a man continues a dishonest business practice of his 
prede«ssor witbout thinking about it. The queSiion for 
ethicsisnotwhcthersuchanaction•'-"'Sdclibcratelywilled, 
butwhethcrthedoucouldhaveprevcntcditbytakingthought 
aboutit. lfhccouldhaveprcventcdit,thcactioncanccr· 
tainlybcjudgedtobcarightorawrongaction,althoughwc 
may admit that its degree of rightness or w.-ongncss may be 
affected by its deliberateness. Conduct may include inward 
activities like motives and desires as well as outward acti~itics 
Jikcspecchandmovementsofthedoer'slimbs,andsothcsc 
also will fall within the sphere of ethics. We so commonly 
thinkofthcseasea.wingoutwardbodilymovementsthatwc 
forgetthattheytooarcactivitic.sandliabletobcjudgcd 
good or bad even apart from the outward movemen!S they 
produce. 

Our provisional definition has limited the conduct with' 
which we deal in ethics in two ways. We deal with human 
actions and not with the actions of the low~r animals. It 
may be admitted that there is something like human goodnCSll 
about a dog's loyalty to its master, but pychologists are so 
farfromagrceingastowhcthcranyofthcactionsofthelower 
animal• arc voluntary in the sense given to this word in the 
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lastparagraph,thatitwouldl~unwisrtn~!ldtnourcompli­
cationsbyincludinganimalactivitieswith.inthelimitsofour 
subject. A more nrbitrary limitatinn is that of confining 
ethics to thestudyoftheeonduetofhuman beings living in 
societies. Somemorali .. swouldindeedgofurtherandhold 
thatthestandardsofethicsonlyapplytotherelationsofmen 
with one another; the conduct studied in ethics is not only 
eonductdoneinasociety,lmtconductthatalfcctssomeothcr 
member or members of that society. Jt is worth while in­
cluding a rcfc,..,nce to society in our definition to remind 
oursclw< that, ifit wrr~ not for hi< <ncial ha~kpnn!l, a human 
bcingwouldnotbcarcalhumanbcingcapableofrightand 
wrong actions. Aristotle expressed this by saying, 'He who 
isunabletnliveinsoeiety,orwhohasnonecdbeelouseheis 
sufficient for himself, must be eHhcr a beast or a god.'' 
RobimonCrnsoc'seonduetinthcsolitudcofhisdescrtisland 
maybcstiltjudgcdgoodorbad, but,accordingtothisvicw, 
thesetermswouldobtainthcirmeaningfromthesocialen­
vironm{'nt in which Crusoe had lived before he found him­
self in an uninhabited island, and to which there was always 
a hope that he might rentm. It may be for some purposes' 
convenient to include in a single normative science the 
standardsl.>ywhich we judge all human activities including 
tho.ethatappeartohavcnoeffcctsonothcrpcoplcorre­
lationswiththem,anditisdifficulttothinkofanothername 
than ethics for such a sdene<:. Yet common usage would 
eertalnlymakeasoeialactivitylikespcakingthe truth more 
directly the conccnt of ethics than a purely private activity 
with no marked social cff"ccts like stamp-collecting or a 

~~~~~~~i:~~Y~'!,;~~:~:~~g~h.,O~~u~os~:~a:t~~;~c:.n:~ 
share his food with a visitor, andsofarhis action would be 
judgedbythest11ndardsofethics. Thislimitationisonethat 
may have to be: given uponafullcrstudyofethies, but, in 
thebc:ginningweshall findit11nadvantagctoemphasizcthe 
•ocial background of the moral life, and to confine the 
activitic• judged in ethics to those done with the normal 
human background of social institutions and social relation· 
shlps. 

'Aristotle:Po/iliu, Bk.l, Ch. ~ f•~8o 0. to). 
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, Th~re are several terms eommonly used in judging human 
a~lionsbyethiealstandards. Wesaythatanaelionis'good' 
or'bad', 'right'or'wrong', 'moral'or'immoral'. We say 
thatwe'ought' to do an action, tha.twe'should' do it or 
thatitisour'duty'todoit;andofanothcrkindofactionwe 
s.~y that we 'ought not' to do it, we 'should not' do it, or it 
isour'duty' nottodoit. Ofthcseterms'good' and 'bad' 
are probably the most common, butthcya.realsothe most 
troublesome. In the first place, they arc wed ambiguously 
in ~ommon speech; not only are 'good' works done by the 
piow, but thetrouble-makcrcnjoysa'good' fight, and the 
successful burglarmakesa'good' haul fromthcsafcwhich 
hehasrobbed. lnfact,thcword'good'ascommonlyuscd 
mcrelyindicatesanauitudeofmindinfavouroftheobject 
oreventtowhichthctermgoodisapplietl,andnothingmorc, 
sothatalmostanythingmaybctermcdgoodifan)'One fincb 
himselfinfavourofiucxistcnceeventoaverylimitcddcgrec. 
The ordinary man seems to distinguish such a loose sense of 
goodfromamoredefinitelymoralsensc,butcvcnaboutthc 
moralscnsethereisagreatdca.lofambiguity. Wcccrtainly 
think ofmcn·ally good conduct not merely as that towards 
which nten feel a favourable auitude; it is in some sense 
eondu~t u·orlh.J of arowing such a favourable auitude or 
eonduct that ought to arowe such an attitude. This is rome· 
timcsc;prcsscd by saying thatwhcnweeallcondu~t'good' 
we arc approaching it from the standpoint of value, but 
surely 'value' has jwt the same meaning as 'goodno:;s' in 
the widest axiological we of that term. It is convenient in 
ethics to we the worcb 'good' or 'bad' of an .1ction, when we 
arc thinkingoftheaclionas leading toconscquenca, which 
an: 'good' or 'bad' in some sense of these very ambiguow 
terms, for example, consequence:! which. satisfy our desires, 
but this limitation is hardly in accord with. common we. 
Thewholerangcofthemeaningsof'good'willhavetobc 
considered when we come to those ethical theories which 
n:gardthc'goodness'or'rightness'ofanactionasdcpcnding 
uponiupowerofproducing'good'n:sul!$. 

The words 'right' and 'wrong' have no such. rcfcr<:n~ to 
consequences. They are used or actions thar are in some 
way 'firting' to their ~ircumst.anccs, as when we say that .1 



TllcNatureojEthia 

person said or did the right !lUng in an interview. The 
fiuingncssofa right action oflcnappcar.; to consist in it! 
conformitytosomcrulc,andtheviewth.utbcmorallifeisa 4 
matter of Obc}·ing rules is a very common one. We drink of 
an action as before a judge, and when be has passed his 
judgement, it is called right. There are ho .... -everotheruses 
of'right'thanthcmoralonc;weusciteommonlyinacsr.hctie 
judgemcnu;,suehas'Thisistherightkindofhattogowith 
thisdrcss',or'Tlliswordisju.<trightinthislincofthepoem', 
Inthisacsthctieuse,'right'alsosuggcsufittingncsstocir­
counlltances,butherethisfittingncssisanaesthetieone. 

The word 'right'sometimessuggeststhat the action ref~ 
toisinsomewayobligatory;tho:doerorotherpeoplefeo::l 
thathcoughttodoit. :rrusisnotalwaysthccasc;itisright 
for a man to fed regn:t when his mother-in-law leaves his 
housc,butnoonccouldsaythatheoughttodoso,ifbis 
feo::lingsarcnotunderhiscontrol. Thissenscofobliptori· 
ncssis,howevcr,definitelyimpliedinthcphrases'Heought 
todothis',or'ltishisdutytodothis',anditisoncfactor 
whichinfluencesthcdoerindoingornotdoingthcaction. 
Suchajudg~mentofought-nessordutyisverydifferentfrom 
the judgement of goodness. We might all agree to say that 
itisgoodtoeaticc-crcamonavcryhotday,butnoooewould 
SCTiouslysaythatwcoughttocat icc-crcam,orthatitisour 
duty to eat ice-cream on a hot day, ~usc we do not feel 
anyobligationtodoso,unlesswew;,h. Itmaybesuggested 
that ~vhat distin{lllishes an action which we ought to do from 
onethatism«elyright,isthat,whenwcoughttodoanaction, 
the action is not only right but thcrearemotivesandin­
clinatioru in the mind ofthedocrwhieh would hinderbis 
doingit. WecanOIIythatthemalariapatientoughttotake 
hisdailyd05eofquinine,becausetheunplcasantta.steofthc 
medicincrnakeshimstronglydisinelinedtodoso. 
' Jt is possible for more than one action to be right at the same 
~ime. It may be equally right forme to drink. coffee or to 
drinktcaatbrcakfast;itrnaybecq=llyright(ormetostudy 
economicsortostudyhistoryinaunivcr.;itycounc. Insuch 
eascswecannotst~-rthatloughttodrinkcoffeeorthatitismy 
duty to drink tea or that! ought to study economies, ortha.t 
it is my duty to study history. These phrases imply that titeR 
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isoncandonlyoneactionwhichisrightformeatth.emoment. 
Iritis my duty now tostudyhistory,th.en no other action 
would be right at this moment, so that to study economics 
would be wrong for me. Of course, ina rather more elaborate 
way of speaking, I may be able to say that it is my duty to 
Sludyeitherbistoryoreconomics, butthiswouldagainimply 
thattostudymathematics,atleastonthisparticularoc<;asion, 
would be wrong. The words 'ought' and 'duty' certainly 
apply only to right actions, but they suggest, if not imply, 
ccrtainotherthingsabouttheserightactions:(a)thatthey 
are obligatory on a particular individual, (I>) that there are 
tendcnAcs in the mind of the doer making him disinclined to 
do them, and (c) thatone,andonlyonc, actionisrightata 
particular moment. 

While these appear to be the distinctions in common speech 
in the useofethicaltenns,itistobcremembcrcd that there 
rn.aybeadiffercnceofcmphasisorcvcnmeaningintheuscof 
such terms by different persons. Some, like Kant, may feel 
ascnscofaweintheprcscnccofthestatcmentthataccrtain 
actionisaman'sduty,orthatheoughttodoit,butthemoral 
judgement may arouse no such feeling in another man. The 
businessofthestudcnt ofethi<:S is to try to reach meanings 
which will be generally accepted by educated people, ll.nd 
also to limit these meanings so that the terms will bc free from 
ambiguity and our use of them free from inconsistency. Yet 
wearenotlikelytoattainthisinethics,forcthicaltcnns,un­
likcthctechnicaltermsofthcscicnces,areworclsinco'lnmon 
useonmen'slips,andareliabletoconstantchangeinemphasis 
and meaning. 

§!l. MoralScitnLts 
An attempt has been made in the last section to give a 

definitionofcthies,andtocxplainthevariouswordsuscdin 
Jthatdefinition. Inthecaseofasubjectlikeethics,aboutthc 

subject-matter of which most people have some ideas, it is 
even more helpful to distinguish ethics from the other scient:d 
dealing with human conduct with which it may be confused. 
There are ccnain sciences in which we describe human 
conduct without expressing any opinion about its value or 
making any judpm.ent about it. At present, the most 
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scient.ilicdeseriptionofhumanconductisprobablythatgiven 
by p~ychology, and one school of modem psychology, the 
behaviouristschool,holdsthatthcsolesubjcct-m.attcrofa 
rt'llllyscient.ificpsychologyiscond\lctorbchaviour. Most 4 
psychologists, how<:vcr, hold the prlncipalpnt of their field 
to be not so ffi\ICh the res\llt.ing cond\lct as the inward pro-
C<=es, like intention and dccis.ion, which lead to outward 
cond\ICI. One branch of psychology, now called social 
psychology,dcscribesamongothcrthingsconductinitssoc:i.al 
rclations,andthisisthckindofconductwithwhichethicsis 
chiefly concerned. H,.man conduct is :Wo dc:scribed in 
sociology, which may be defined as the science of human 
society, and while the St\ldy of individual cond\ICt has now 
beeomethcsphcrcofsocialpsychologyrathcrthansociology, 
sociologyst.ill hasforiusubjcct-matterthcsocialinstit\ltions 
and customs which form the background ofall human conduct 
and especially the conduct directed towards other h\lman 
bciogswhichisthespecialconccrnofcthles. Anthropology 
in its widest sense as the ..:icnce of man i11cludes hwoan 
conductinitsspbere,andagrcatdealoftheworkofanthrop­
ologistshasbeenthedescriptionofthccollductandcustomsof 
primitivcpeopiC!I. Indccd,thcanthropologisthasgivenso 
much attention toprimitivcpeoplcsthatweareapttoforgct 
that anthropology deals properly with all mankind and not 
merely with savage peoples. And anthropology deals with 
more than conduct; it deals with the physical and mental 
charaetcrist.icsofpcoplewhichonlyaffcct thcirco!lductin-
directly. These tbne ~nccs, p;sychology, sociology and 
anthropology, all provide w with facts about human conduct; 
and a general knowledge of such facts is a necessary pre-
liminary to ma.kiog true judgemeniS abrn.ot human conduct. 
Ev<:nins\lchabricfsurveyofcthicsasthatcontaincdinthls 
book,itwillbence<:ssarytom.ak<:arestatementofccrt.ain 
psychologicaland•ociologiealfactsinthcseeond,thirdand 
fourthchaptcrs. Yctjustbceauscthcseaciencc:sarcpos.ltive 
aden~ which avoid judgements of value of any kind, we 
ar<:notvcrylikclytoconfuscthemwithethio:s. 

There is, however, one branch of positive scicnt:e which isi 
near.crtocthicsthanthcrcst. _Thcsociologistorthcanthrop-, 
olog~n may not only dcscrtbc human conduct and its 
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conditions; he may goon to describe the opinion• tlmt men 
havehcldindifferentagesandindiffcrcntplaccsaboutthcir 
own eo11duct and that of others, what kind <>factions they 
havecomm<>nlyregardedasgoodandright,andwhMkindof 
aetionstbeyhaveregardcdasbadandwrong. Thisiswhat 
the sociologist Wcstcrmarck has done in his book TM Hislary 
of Human Mor-rioge; he has not only described marriage customs 
and rite:;, buthastoldwhat pcoplcindill"erentcountricsand 
d.iffcrentpcriodsofhistoryhavethoughtrigluorhavethought 
wronginconnectionwithm.arriage. Now,hcrcthcsociologist 
is still dtstribingf."ttts; he is not judging or ms/uoli11g them in 
anyway. lnthisseicneeasociologistmaystatethatpolygamy 
under certain conditions is considered right by Mohammadans 
but is eonsidcrcd wrong by Christians, but he has no rig_ht to 

~0 =e ':~~ :::·~F~~~a:'.:.t~~~~~~j~~~~';;;~;~~ ;c~~s.tiT~ 
dosov.-ould be to leave thcworkofapositivescienccandto 
talc up the work of ethics. We shall sec in a later section on 
themethodsofethicsthatcthic:smusttakeintoaccountthe 

~~e~~~~:~~gl~t~:~1;.::f7s;~1 
the science of ethics itself, for actions regarded as good and 
right,andfortherulesaccordingtowhichsuchactionsare 
done. It was originally derived from the Latin word 'mores', 
meaning custonu, and so may be appropriately uR:d for 
men's customary ways of judging human conduct, and that is 

~~w:;; ~~~~~:~~!~:~~h~~ ki~t~~~=~~derived fro~ a 
Gn:ek word abo meaning 'custom', has, by long tceh_rucal 
usag<:, been limited to the normative science, the s~ten~ 
which tell• not what men actually do and actual\ythmk Lt 
righttodo,butwhatmcnoughttodoandwhatthcyou!Jht 
to think it right to do. In the normative science of ethics, 
we otudy the slandards by which we judge actions to be right 
and -wrong, good and bad, or in the other ways mentioned. in 
the first m;tion ofthiJ chapter. From another point of view 
we !Ukwhat is the real meaning of these terms, right and. 
wrong, good and bad, and the rest; once again we arc not 
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cling what people think they mean when they use them; we 
an::askingtheirtruemeaningorthconlymeaninginwhich 
they can be wed com:ctly. Such an investigation wiU 
neccssarilyresultinthedisco\"eryofstandardsornonnsor 
criteriabywhlchrightactionscanbedistinguishedfrom 

~v~~:_~~~;2 :i~~:~r.~~e~~~~::?:r:e7~!~~~ .... ~re ~~ 
The word 'establishment' suggests that we cannot stop in 

ethicswithmerelystatingthemcaningorlogica.lconnotation 
of such term.! as'good' and 'right'and 'ought'. Even if a 
personknewfullythecharacteristicsofactionimpliedbythcse 
terms, h.- ,,,ight still go on to cl: 'Why ought I to do what is 
right?'or'Whyoughtitoavoidwhatisbad?' ltmaybe 
thccascthatanadequatedelinitionofthetenns'right'and 
'ought' and 'bad' would supply the answers, but if that be 
the case, the<lelinitionitsclfoften implicsacertainviewof 
theuniverseasawholcandofman'splaccinit. ltisbccause 
of man's place in the univenc that we can say that cettain 
actions ar<: right, or that he ought to do them. Even a 
philosopherwhomaintai~thatthemc.aningnfcthicaltertnll 
isnotafrcctedbythcr<:lauonsnfouractionstoanyth.ingebc 
isstillho!dingaccrtainmctaphysicalviewofthcuniversc,a 
view that he will need to defend in order to demonstrate that 
his ethical statement about goodness not being atrcctcd by 
relationsi$valid. Suchapassagefromscicncctophil0$0phy 
has afready b«n suggested when it was said that the nonna. 
ti\"escicnces'donotmerdydescribcthestandardsbywhiclt 
wejudgc;thcyarcalsoconcernedwiththcvalidityortruth 
of these standards'. This surely means the place of th~ 
standardsinthewho!csc;hcmcofthings. Itis,forcxample,a 
quc>tionforphilosophyormctaphy>itstod"'idcwhcthcrour 
judgcmentsofrigluandwrongarcmerclycustoma.ryopinioll:l 
that arc crated b)'OIU"humanmindswithnofixcdobj"'tivc 
basis, or whether they state truths about thcultim.a.tc oon· 
stitution of the univem:. We may somewhat arbitrarily 
limitthcword'ethlcs'tothcsc:ienced""cribingthestandards, 
but the student of ethics will soon find that the description 
willdevclopintoaninvcstigationoftbcvalidityofthestan· 
dards, and we may call this investigation 'mor.o.l philosophy', 
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the name by which ethics was m""t commonly denoted until 
reuntly in the older British universities. There can be no 
oharpdivisionbetweenethicsandmoralphilosophy;amore 
profound study of the normative science inevitably raises 
philosophic;alquestiom. 

How far the standards of ethics can be wed in ordinary 
practi<:etodistinguisharightaetionfromawrongaetionwill 
dependlargclyonthenatureofthesestandards,butithas 
been a mauer of common experience that there are cases 
where it is very difficult even for the man experienced in 
making moral judgements to tell which course of action is 
right. One of the most familiar examples is whether a doctor 
is right in answering a patient's question with a false answer, 
when he knows or thinks it extremely likely that a true 
answer will aggravate the patient's il\n.,.. or even cawe hQ 
death. The science of applying the standards ofethio;s to 

:~e~~:~~~~e~~eC:~y i~!;'be:~ :!:!d'~~~~~~t~~~ 
applicationofcthicalstandanh topanieularkindsofcasesis 
in itself a perfectly legitimate and reasonable sphere for a 
science. The difficulties and dangen of this science of 
casuistry will concern us later. In the meanwhile we mwt 
note that we are still dealing with knowledge and not pra.;tiee, 
withaseienceandnotwithanart. Thcfaetthatthc truth 
as to what action is right in a particular situation docs give 
valuableguidan<:etoapcrsonin thatsituationastowhathe 
ought to do is not the direct concern of the casuisl'. His 
businc::ss is to reach true knowledge, not to ahcr pra.;tice. 
In this sense it is possible to admit with Dr. G. E. Moore' that 
casuistryisoneofthegoalsofethicalinvestigationandyet 
todenythatthcaimofcthicsistoaffectorimproveour 
practice. It might be beller to call casuistry applied ethica 
than to call it practical ethia;, for knowledge applied in 
particular circumstanees is still the primary aim. 

There ;,, however, a body of knowledge collected with the 
sp«ialaimofguidingpeop!cinthepracticcofrightconduct 
or the art of living the good life. We call such guidance 
'moralizing',andmoralizingisbynomcansconfinedtothe 
student of ethics, or even to the moral philosopher. The 

1 G. E. M<10re: Prill<ipia £tlti<a, Ch. 1, §iv. 
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moralizer hM more oflen drawn hi• maro:-rial from long 
prileticalo:-xperienceoflifethanfromtcxt-booksofethicsor 
morol philosophy; he is the sage or 'wise man', typically 
elderly in years, often without book-learning but rich in 
hun1iln experience. Such wns the author of the book of 
Proverbs in the Old Testilmem, or of rhe Analects of Con­
fucius. Sometimes it is claimed that his morol maxims arc 
due to dirttt supernatural inspiration; sometimes the man 
himself is thought to hilveil'gift', an unusual inborn insight 
intosuchmattcrs. Thcknowlcdgcofcthio;sdoeshavesorne 
valucforthcmoralizcr;itgivO'Shimknowledgeofthenature 
of moral principles which can be applied in the particular 
cascsinwhichhcgivescounsel,andawidthofoutlookwltich 
may help him to avoid bias and prejudice. It may indeed be 
thcdutyofthcstudcntofethicstouseltisknowledgcofetltic:.a.l 
principlcstoengagcinthc 'time-honoured task of moralists 
at present verylargelyncglccrcd,to preach and tocdiry, to 
inculcate new duties and devotions, or to make men profoundly 
consciousofoldoncs'.• Yctthestudentofctlticsmayadmit 
thathclacksthcmorenecessaryqualifieationsforthewkof 
moralizer such as the ne«SSarygiftofinsight or the long 
experience of the ways of men with one another. The 
prcachcrandtheeducationisthaveccrtainlymuehtolearn 
from ethics, bm theirs is a different subject; we mayc:.a.ll it 
practicalcthio;sor.mor.llizing,anditillasubjcctthcaimof 
whichistoaffcctandimprovcpracticalconduct. 

Tlfercsti!lremainstobccoruidercd thcpmcticeofdoing 
rightactionsorwhatwcmaycallthcartoflivingthegoodlife. 
Mackenzie thought that it was not eorrttl to speak of conduct 
as an art,• but there are actually resemblances between good 
conductand•uchfineartoa•paintingormu.ictowhiehthc 
phrase'thcartofeonduet'drawsauention. 

(a)Wclearntodowhatisrighr,rustheartistleam.stopaint, 
notsomuchbyastudyoftheory,asbylongandpainstaking 
practice. \\'cmayadmitthattheundcntandingofethical 
prindplcsisahdpinthcpracti«:ofgoodnessjustasanundcr­
•tandingofthcnatureofbcautymaybcahclptothepamtcr 

'J. N. Findlay: Mor~lit;~ h)' Conoct~ti•~ (Mind. N.S., Vol. Llll, 
p.l69)· 

'J. S. Mnckcnzie: Manll~lq/Eihiu,Cb. '• i~. 
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in his a•·t. At the same time the study of the great masten 
and the deliberate copying of their methods arc of guater 
u.., than theoretic study in both good living and painting. 
And in both the ehiefscaet ofsueccss appears 10 be 
practice. 

(1.>) Goodconductandtheartsbolhdirccllycawechanges 
in the world outside of us. We make things nround us 
different by doing good deeds just as the artist makes his 
eanvasdiffercntbypaintingapicturconit. Theknowlcdge 
ofscicno:eandphilosophy,ofwhichcthicsisoneexample, 
hasnosuehdireeteffectontheworldoutside. Suehknow­
ledgc does affect the mind of the knower and in so doing 
indirectlyaffeetshisoutsideaetivities,butconductandthe 

f.,~~=ts r:!~.,:~~~=~-ac~~~~ ~:ct:~ ~he~:'og~ng01~~e ~~; 
knowledge. 

(c) Goodcondu<:trc:scmbl.,thefineartsincitherbcingor 
producing something which has initaclfbeaUiyor 'worth­
whileness'comparabletothebeautyofaworkofart. Anoble 
deed arouses inussomethingofthesa.merypeofadmiration 
as that caused by a bcaut..iful picture or a 'noble po.:rn•. 
Sir Philip Sidney's gift of w:atcr to a d~ing c;omrade is a 
c:ornmOnly cited example of thiS type ofa<:UOn. 

There are, however, certain marked diffe~enccs between 
good conduct and the fine arts, and Mackenz1c was drawing 
attcntiontothcsewhcnhedenicdthatgoodconduct~nbe 
properly called an art. 

(a) Anartisconcemcdv.ithoneparticulartypcofaetivity 
of a penon, whereas good conduct isconcer?ed with all a 
penon's activities. The activity of the pamtcr may be 
judged not only by the standards of at"t but by ethical 
standards; his picture though admittedly beautiful ~y be 
evil in iu influence. The clever burglary may sat1sfy the 
ataDdarda of the burglar's craft but is nonetheless morally 

"'{b~The artist may pract.i.., his art at some times and com­
pletely Deglect it at other times, but the good man mun 
practise goodness at all times. There can be no holidays in 
the moral life. Other arts share to some extent in this need. 
ofpnu;tiee; a mtW<:ian'l neglect ofpractiee will be IL great 
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hindraneeinhisart,buteventhenhedoesnotnecdtokecpat 
his practising all his waking life. The really good man, 
however, must be good waking, sleeping or eating without 
any interlude. 

(c) Good intentions an: generally thought to have no 
relevance in thearl!. Wejudgeanarti.stnotbywhat be 
intends to produce, but by what he actually produces, but 
in the sphere of morality we judge a man to be good if we 
believe that his intentions would have normally resulted in 
good actions, even ahhougb in actual cases cir<:umstanco:s 
have made the result different from the normal. We still 
givetheereditofgoodnesstoamanwhohastriedtosavca 
childfromdrowning,ahhougbhchasactuallyfailcdtorcscuc 
thcchild. Wemwtnothowcvcrcxaggcratcthisdiffcn:ncc 
betwcengoodconductandthca.rts. Amanandhisintentions 
willstopbeingngardedasgoodiftheyrcpcatcdlyproduce 
badrcsultsornorcsulu;atall,andthesupposcdlygoodman 
whose actions always tum out badly ... ~ll be treated with the 
samccontemptasthcarti.stwhon:gardshimselfasgreatbut 
never produecs any pictures. At the same time then: is no 
doubtthatinjudginginetbicswcdotakcmorcaccountof 
tltemotivcsandintcntionsofthedocroftheactionthanwe 
doinjudgingworksofart. 

(d) An artist is a man who can produce a work of art; a 
good man is a man who not only can but docs do good action•. 
At the same time, as we have already suggested, the artist 
whod'ocsnotpractischisartwillsoonlosctheskillth.atmako:s 
him worthy to be called an artist. On the other hand many 
of the good man'scapacitiesforgoodnrssmustrcmainun­
displaycd until a suitable opportunity for displaying them 
arises. The winner of the Victoria Cro~ may have been as 
braveamaninthcdaysofpc:ace,butonlythcdangcrsofa 
particular situation in war may give him the opportunity 
of displaying in action his own particular type of goodne.so. 
Hereagainthcdiffen:nccisoneofdegrccratberthanofkind. 
Inbothartistandgoodmancapaciticsmustbercadytoshow 
themselves in action when the opportunity arises. 

Ourconclusionisthat,wbetherwedecidctocalltheliving 
ofagoodlifcanartornot,itisccrtainthattolivcrightlyhas 
somcrcsemblanecstothcartsandsomediffcrcnccsfromthem. 



As long a.o; we rememb~r the differences there seems no reason 
whyweshouldnotrcfertotheartofgoodliving. 

There arc then si" moral disciplines {to usc a term which 
may include science, philosophy and art): (t) <~posW!lll sri~nu 
of mor~ls, describing men's moral standards in different 
coumriesandages;(~)thenorrnMi~scienceofethies,stating 
valid moral standards; {3) moral phi/QJopll)' examining the 
validityofthesestandardsbydeterminingtheirplaceinthc 
universe as a whole; (4) etUuiS/ryor applied ethics applying 
valid standards to particular concrete cases; (5) morali.::ing, 
orprao;ti<;a\ ethio;s, a discipline having as its definite aim the 
improvcmentofconduet;and(6)the<lrlorpracticeof\iving 
a good life. In this book we are eoncerned primarily with the 

lff]];]y:f{.:Ji§~~:f~:~~:ff;~gy~~~ 
:~ ~~!~ r1~f~ft!~ ~~tfu~~~ o~~~~ ~ ~d\~list, although 

§3. The Data <1nd Metll~ds of Ethics 

TheEnglishphilosopher,Loo;ke,saidinafamouspassag.:. 
'But God has not been so sparing to men to make them barelY 
two-legged creatures and left it to Aristotle to make them 
rational .. , . He has given them a mind that can reason with. 
out being instructed in methods of syllogizing. '' A ~im.ilar 
remark might be made about ma~'s powers of distinguishing 
right and wrong; God has not lcfttt to the professors of ethics 
to maAe men discover the difference. It is not the business 
of the ID<)t"alist to ereate moral standards out of nothing; he 
lives himself in a soda] environment where certain mor.al 
standards, however '-'agucly c:qm:ssecl and imptrfc<::t they may 
b<::, arc accepted and these standards serve as his data or 
material. The value of the work of students of the positi~ 
scicnceofmorals,likeWcstcrmarck,isthattheydcs<::ribcthe 
standards that do exist now or have existed in the past aeeur. 
ately and systematically, and not with the inaccuracies and 
the bias that ha~ been the common charactcristio;s of 
travellers' tales. Thcrecertainlyappeartobeineonsistencios 

• Lo<:kc: C011eeming H~m~" Undml<lnding, Book IV, Ch. ,,, 
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and contrndictioruJ in the~c euabliJhed moral standarclf, 
although modern sociologistsaf!:oftheopinionthattho:se 
have been exaggerated by those who have failed toundcr-

::~n~tu0~e~~·~:i~t~hi'!c: ~~!':[1{~e~1i!~~~~~,~~~i!us~t~cc~ 
gcnerallyacccptedstandardsandtoshowhowthcsecanbe 
removed without making more than necessary alterations 
in the"cceptcdstandards. Thebestv.'ayofdoingthillisto 
trytodiscoverifanymorcgeneralprineiplcsundcrlicthQ<: 
standards, and this is the next step in his method. He will 
do this verymucbin the way that thcphf'!ical Kicntiotdis­
covcrs a law. His examination and cl:wilication of commonly 
acccptcdmoralrulcswillsuggcsttohismindsomehypothnis, 
forexample,thehypothesisofthehedoniststhatthcactions 
commanded by meral rules are all actions which cause 
pleasure. Hewillsccwhethc-rthishypothcsisholdsgenerally, 
and he will apply it in particuh>r cases with as varied 
circum.stancesaspossiblc. lfhefindsalarge number 
of cases, when: men have rcgardedactionsasll!ood which 
clearly do not cause pleasure, he will modify or reject 
his hypothesis. Ifitappcanlillcly to meet all cucs when 
they arc sufficiently understood. then he will a«ept the 
hyp<¥hcsis. 

Sofar,however,themoralistiJstillcngagcdinthetaskof 
the descriptive scicntlst, and his eLhics remains a natural 
sciei),Ce. His aim is not to dis<:over moral principles which, 
asamauc-roffact,areacccptedbyallmcn;hisaimi•rathcr 
Lodiscovcrmoral principles which all mcnoughttoaccept, 
whether theyactuallydosoornnt. Hill t""kis thcc:ritical 

~~co[1~~ii~gt~~'!c!'x:~r~!i;~~n~!P:~~;~~:;"~: ~:Cmia~~o~Y 
mentioned; the moralist <;ompaus exisLing moral standards 
tosccifthcinconslstencicobctwccnthemcanhc:rcmovedby 
wider prindpl~s. There a~, however, inconsistencies which 
cannotbcrcmoved;agre:ttmanypcoplcholdforc.'<.:tmple 
that monogamy is always and univenally right, and that 
no cir.:um.stanccs whatever can make polygamy right. The 
moralisth,.,thentodosomcthingforwhichnaturalscicncc 
provides no method; he Ita! to show either that monogamy 
is always right or that polygamy is sometimes right. The 
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fa~t !hat a majority of mankind regard monogamy as always 
right, or the fact that this view f•u in bcncr witb the other 
moral opinions of most men may suggest its ~orrcctnn.~, but 
they ~ertainly do not prove iu ~orreem.,... 

It looks as if the moralist wer<: left to decide tbe question by 
hiso .... -ndi~etinsightorintuition,anditiscutainlythecasc 

~;::~~~i~~;t:~:~i~~:r;~~~~ ~~~~:~~~E~~~: 
example, su that monogam}' i:l always right, and go on to 

:d~~a!~ ~~~;'t'.,~~~~ll~~c:e;na~~ :~;;;n~~u~~;v{,~ 
mayfinditsclf-cvidcntthatbyeal\inganac!iongoodwemean 
nothingclscthanthatthcactioncausespleasure. Weallof 
us, ordinarymcnandmor:t.Listsalike,havesuchintuitions 
and, as long as we have them, we must lind a pla~c for tbct~ 
inourcthiealsystem. What!hcholdcrofan.intuitionoflen 

!~i~C:. is '~~~:c1n '~'~': i~t.::ti'!::~~~::~~~~ o"n~~~~;'.,~~. aO~I:•;; 
nc«~rilyfalsc,andthissomcti=doeshappcn. lfby 
expericnceorcthicalthcoryitisshownthatanimuitionlcads 
t.osclf<ontrndictoryorabsurd~oruequences,thcnittnwt be 
givenup. Thisislhcform!al:enbyag~dcalofdebateon 
ethieal matters. So long as the hcdo~ust, for e><amplc, is 
read}· to accept the co~scquences_ of h>s theory there is no 
rcfuling his 1heory. h ,. when Jus opponent can show him 
that hedonism leads to some ~onscqucnce that the hedonist 
isnotprcparedtoacceptthatthelhcoryisshowntobefals.,, 
Awidcrexpcricnceoflif~andadecpcrunderstandingofthe 

~~~ne~S~c;h~e e!~~~h~~~~~~e!~a!~~~~~].~et~e ~n~~~~i~~u~~o~~:; 
moralistcandcsctvemorerC'lp<:Ctthanthoscoftheordinary 
man. The mora!i.z himself will be the first to say that the 
intuiUonsofthecommonman,particularlyiftheyarcwideLy 
held, must be given due consideration, fur !he conunon man 
too has had his experience of life and has engaged in some 
reflection on moral matters, and so his intuitions are not to 
bedespiscd. Whatseemshowevertobesclf-evidcntbothto 
the common man and the moralist is not always true. We 
findlhistohethccaseinotherspheresthanthatofclhies; 
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to the ordinary man in the seventeenth century the im· 
po,.,ibility of sending a ml'M3ge from England to Amcrit:ll 
within five minutes was self-evident, but the modem inven­
tiomoftelegrapbandr<~diohaveehangcdallthat. ltQthe 

:~o~':~::yo;::~ !he=~~: i:~dit~ns~ ~:~~ ~= 
~~;is;?.h~~n~::;';;~~u:!~~ ~~~"~:':do~;=~~~~ :fd:t; 
acceptedmoralcodes. Yct,evcnaftersuehtcsting,thefinal 

{~:~::~;!• ~~~ ~~~~~e~~"~'~;~;;~ti:h~ti~~ ~~~r:~~~ ;!::!.,0 ':; 

~~:sr:£~;~;~~r~:~~~~~::~~~h~~~:~~e~:I~~:~~:;;:;~ 
intuitionsthathavecstablishedthemselvesbytheireoherence 
with one another, their relative alignment with the moot 
gencr<~llyacceptedmoralcodcsandthecontinuedself-evidence 
with which they come to our minds after a wide and varied 
ellperienceoflife. Professor G. C. Fieldhaspointedoutthat 
we do not begin a study of ethics with the more or less exact 
definitions with which we [,.-gin a study of geometry.' Just 
a.s we begin a study ohoology with a vague notion of what a 
spider is like and end withanaccuratescicntifiedescription 
of each species of spider, so'~ begin ethio;s with vague in· 
tuitions of what is right and what is wrong, and should attain 
to clear insights into objective standards of rightnes.~ and 
wrongness. 

It may be suggested that the analysis, which is used in the 
physical scieno;cs, and which many moralists try to use in 
discovcringthemeaningsofethiealterms,isnotanappro­
pri~>tc method forethica\studyatall. The goodness of a 
noble action, like the beauty of a great picture, depends so 
much on the action as <1 wkoh, that the picking out by analysis 
of qualities which are good aimply ignores the real nature of 
thcaetion'$moralgoodnc:ss. ltml!.ybearguedinreplythat 
1ueharoaly.;is leads in ethics as in other sciences to a fuller 
undentanding, and that the cssc:ntialthing i1 only that our 
final moral judgement should be made on the whole action 
and not on its analysed elements. Such a final judgement 

'TkPitlaqfD{/initioninEthiu. Proc.Arin.Soc., •931-92,p.8a. 
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mwt b<: imuitivc, but it is an intuition modiftcd by analysi~ 
and comparison. 

When we have aiTivcd at a consistent system of moral 
principles that appear to be self-evident, and most moralists 
wouldadmitthatthcyarc notfullysatisliedwiththdr own 
•ystcms, we may proe«d in two directions. We may go in 
the direction of moral philosophy and show the validity of 
ourprincipltSbydemon.stratingthcirplac.:inthenaturcof 
ro:alityasawholc;Dl"wemaygointhedircctionofcasui•try 
andshowhowthescprincipleswillbcappliedintheparticular 
circumstancesandconditionsofourownlivea. 

§4. ne Uses Dj Eth~s 
Ethic;s is primarily a part of the quest for truth and the 

~~){i,~~~~)~§~~;J;~;!~[~~~ig 
and wrongness of human conduct. There is no guarantee 
that the man who un_dcrstands by mea~ of ethical .study the 
difference between nght and wrong woll ncccssanly follow 
the right. A theatre audicnccisalwaysamuscd attheun. 
Jett«cd man in a modern comedy who tries to &ave his 
scholarly brothcrfrvmchoosingcvil courses by reminding 
him that he won a university prize in moral philosophy!' 
lnspiteofthctcachingofSocrau:sthatknowlcdgeisvinuc 
it is commonly r«ognizcd that a mere knowledge of ethicai 
principles is not $Ufficicnt to keep anyone in the paths of 
virtue. lthasalrcadybccnsaidthattheexamplcofgood 
men'slivcsandthc t.-aininrofpracticalcJ<pericncearclikcly 
tobcmorcefl"«tivcinHucrccson producing good conduct. 

Atthcsametimethcrcisnorcasontodoubtthat,ifother 
inftuences are favourable, the knowledge ofethic;s will give 
some help in the pursuit of goodness. h may do so by way of 
caauistty;thcstudcntofethioismorelikclytobcrightinhis 
application of moral rules to a particular case than the man 
whohasancqualknowlcdgcofthceircurrutanccsofthccasc 

'Barri~= WMf Eo<ry Woman Knows. Ill. 
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butnoknnwlrrlgeofethics. Heislikely,amongotherthings, 
to be less biased andmo~ comprehensive in his oudook. 
Andthechicfvalueofethic;sisnotinthcguidaneeitgivcsin 
particular cases, but in thcdcvdopmentofwidthofoudook 
and seriousness of purpose in dealing with moral matters 
generally. Thcscarequaliticsofoutstandingandpennanent 
valucinthegoodman,andthereiseveryreasontothinkthat 
the student of ethics has more chance to attain them than the 
ordinary man. 



Chapter II 

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MORAL ACTION 

§1. Psyeholou as &plaining Cvndud 

The bwin.ess of psychology is to explain conduct, and not 

i~~1g:::::~~c;!~~~:~:!~n~ r;!~~~:~~~1:!:i~~ 
otherfactsconn.ectcdwithil,andpnrticularlytothoo;ementnl 
proc=cs which precede the action in the mind of the per.;on 
doingit. Wcmaysaythatthescantccedentmcntalpro.:ess0 
causetheaction,solongaswerememberthatthecau.sation 

~! .:h:"m:,~n~:1dfff;::t"rr~~~~~ c~:~~j~c;;~v~c~k~~ 
physical e\·ents studied m.phystcs and ehenustry. P..Oduce 
later physica! eve~ts. Whtlc psyehology c.ann.ot Justify or 

;;::~;::'~~'la~a~~~e:r,.::~s:::b=..;oa:;~~~u~h=~i~~ 
judgement of them; a simple example would be the weaker 

~~~c:;:a':~ ~~~: ~~~~ ~~~:;;i~~::~~~~n~~.'i:o~~ 
truth expressed in the French proverb,' 'Toutcomprcndrc 
c'est toutpardonner',although this tellsonlyoncsideofthc 
story. Afullerknowlcdgeofthcpsychologicalfaelorsin:~.n 

~;£a~:~:~~t:~:~:2!r mr:l~~~~~:~~~~ ~~;taci~~ 
There seem to be in our minds four types of mental proecss 

dctenniningoureonduet,andtwoofthescaremoreimportant 
than the others for ethics. (a) There is a ten.dencyin some 
ideas, perhaps in all ideas, to produce movements dir.:ctly 
or automalicaUy, and this is called the ideo-motor tendency. 
The thought of the cold wind blowing in at the door of my 

1 'Tound~ntandallistoforgiveall.' 
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study may make me rise automatically and move tow:uds 
thedc.orino.-dcrtoshutit,wirhoutrhcrebeinganyconscious 
desire in my mind to do so. Indeed, the moment that I 
realize what I am doing, I may stop mo,·ing towards the door 
because I am now aware that I n:al\y desire f~h air more 
strongly than I desire greater warmth. Some psychologists 
think this ideo-motor tendency to bc a basic principle or 
conation;olhen thinkthatthercisnosuch tendency at all, 
andthat--'hatwereallyhaveinourmindsisadimawareness 
ofanintcndcdro:sult{SIIchasgrcatcrwarmth)confwedwirh 
:ma.nticipatory imap;eofrhcmcans needed to produce !hat 
result(suchasrisingaodclc>singlhcdoor). lnrhiscaserhe 
ideo-motor action is merely a desired. and intended action 
th:~tbasbeeomemorcorlesshabitualandunconsciousby 

:~~or:: ~; ':~o':~~~~. ~~n ~~~~.~:·~ ~~'~:f .. ~,:;;~~o;,m;~; 
whenconsciomdesireaff<:<:ts the action, as in my conscious 
desircforfrcshairinthecxamplc,thattheidco-motoraction 
becomesavoluntaryactionandsowithinthcsphereofclhics. 
There is, however, one way in whic~ t~e ideo-motor tcndenc:y, 
iflhcrcrcallybcsuehatcndcncy,rstmportantforthcmoral 

~~;ta~~ r::: :::.dt~i~~~~cc ~~~hc"k1;:d ~i\f~!o;:,h~~ :~~: 
TI•i~isthcbasisofSt. Paul's exhortation, 'Whatsoever things 
are true, whatsoever things arc honest, whatsoever things 
are just, what.soevcr .things arc pure, whatsoo:vcr things arc 
Jovclr, whatsoever thmgs arc of good rcpc>rt, if there be any 
,·irtuc:andiflhen:bcanypraisc,rhinkonrhese.lhings.'• 

(b) Wcactmost<:Ommonlybecauscofourdcsrrcs. Well!"e 
hungry and desire food and so we eat; we an: curious and 
dcsireknowiedge:rndsowcstudy. Desircisitsclfadcveloped 

:w~~r ~= r:.t; ~~~;:;::dj~nj~~=~:ci~o~ora.l ~tion, 
(c) Wemayaetbecauscofunconsciousmentaltende!lcies. 

~~~ i::t:"~~fo;~:~c!:Sd:~~~o::~: ~~i~e;~ 
deoin:s or wishn do. We may mean i.>y an unconseiom 

~n~!:' :r ~~~~;nhi~.":n~'';~ ~~:~~~~ t~c ~~:t•d'c:;~~'Js 
tfhilippiansiv.8. 
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approprhue, but the desire is not alt~cther unconscious. 
Such desires difl'erfrom fully conscious desires in another 
way;theyaregenerallylesscontro\ledbyourselvesandiC$!1 
inHuencedbytheconvcntionsofsociety,sothatthephraM: 
'unconsciousdesire'suggestssomcprimevalurge like that 
ofscx. Whcthcrsuchhalf..;onsciousurgesshould~rcgardcd 
asdesirnorll$UIICOnsc:iousmentaltcnd<'ncics,therccertain\y 
appearstobeanunconsciousrcgulationofourbehaviour 
by facton in our mind; the movements of the sleep-walker 
arcnotdctcnnincdbyconsciousdcsirc,buttheyareina\1 
probability determined by some cause within the mind. 
In so far as actions arc produa:d by unconscious mental 

;:;'~~.,c~s b~"~:Cci~11u~0~~l:e:• ~~~~ ~~~t=i~~~~~e~f:~it 
psycho-analyscd,thatgivesthcmanydcgrceofvoluntariness 
thcyhave,andsobringslhemintolheconJiderationofcthia. 

:; ~:Sfr'ee t::r:n~~~ i~~:r:J:n~ t::~~cy~ ~~S~,!o;:iil~~~ 
objeetsofmoraljudgcments. 

(d) Wemayactfroma'scnseofduty'and todosois 
usually ~garded as the outstanding form of moral ac:tion. 
Many poyc:hologists hold that the sense of duty is sirnply 
one of our many desires, aeomplicatedonccertainly but 
not for that reason of a different kind psychologieally'rrom 
theothern;inthisuscouranalysisofdesin:generallywill 
include this special for~ of desire. Othernhold that here 
we have a new determining tendency, which is often labelled 
'conscience', and this we shall study psychologically in our 
fourth chapter. 

§2. TkeJ{a//DeajDtJite 
Desircsdcpcndonccrtaintcndenciesofourhumannature 

•vhichmaybcclassilicdas(a)organicneeds,(b)imtinctland 
(c)generalinnatctendeneies. 

(a) Organ~ tlffis or wants are those human tendencies which 
an:necessaryforthecontinuedexistcnccandnonnaldevdop­
mentofthcbody. Wehumanbeingsshareauchneedswitb 
the. lower anim:ili. and even with plants, for plants need food, 
motstu~ and atr JUSt as we do. In the case of plants and of 
at least the lowerfoiiDll of animal life, such needs are probably 
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uncorucious,andtherearesomecaseswhereanccdmaybe 
unconsciousinahumanbeing. lnastateofillncsstheboc!y 
maybcinneedofnourishment,butthcpatientmaynotfeel 
hungryandsomaybcunawarethatheisreallyneedingfood. 
Consciousness of such an orsanie need is called an appttiU. 

~:V:~o1!:~:C~:Sa~:;:! 7~~e:::~:;.chth~':a':~ 
vague and not directed to any pa"icular object. The most 
p>otninonrfearureofeoruciousn.,;sinanappetitcisthestrong 
unpleasantnCSII of the appetite remaining unsatisfied and the 
pleasantness accompanying its sailifaction. The word 
'appetite', like so many other psychological tctm!l, i' used 
ambiguously in common speech. Sometimes it merely 

=~~ ~~J.~::~~~~~":,~0:n':~~~ ~~~~.,'::':; ~~i~~~~ 
satisfythcneed;whcnwercl"crtohungerandthintasappetita 
we sometimes merely rd"cr to their org:1nie sensations. Some­
times the word 'appetite' is used for desires that are fully 
consciousandfordesireswhicharebasedoninstinctsu"well 
asthosebasedonorganicneed;wen:fertothese>;ualappctite, 
although this is based on an instinct rather than anorganic 
need, asitbasjust been defined. In psychology it is best to 
kecpthewordappetiteforastronglyalfectivccnvingwhcre 
there is no clear consciousness of the object satisfying the 
craving . 

. (b) McDougall de6nes an inslind as an inherited or ionatc 
psycho-physic;ald.ispositionwhichdetenninesitspossessorto 
perceive and to pay attention to objects of a certain class, to 
c>;pcricnccanemotionalc:.:citcmcntofaparticularqualityon 
perceivingsuchanobjcct,andtoactinrcgardtoitina 
particularmanner,oratleasttoc>;pcrienccanimpulsctosuch 
action.' TheinstinctofflightmaybctakcnasanCJ(llmplc; 
a man or one of the higher animals tend$ to pccccive and to 
pay attention to a strange loud noW:, to c::<pcricnce the 
emotionoffcaronhcaringit,andtorunawayrromitorat 
least to reel an impulse to do so. Common speech does not 
putthc.sameemphasisonthccognitivcandparticularlyonthc 
emotional sides of an instinct as McDougall does; we would 
still c;all the action of an animal in running away from a 

' McD<ougall: SQ<iol P~~hology, Ch. 2, p. 29. 
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str.ongenoiscirrstinctiveeven~lthoughwebelievcdpcrccption 
and attention (in the senses rnwhieh we use these terms of 
human activities) to be absent, and even although we bc­
lievcdthcanimaltobcwithoutconsciousfear. Thcinherited 
dispositiontoactinaeertain lixedwaywould be enough to 
make the action imtinctivc. In our human instinctive actions, 
there is probably always some consciousn= of what we are 
doing, although this consciousness may vary from a dim 
craving very like that of an appttite to a dear purpose; the 
sexinstinctisatworkbothinthcvagucrestlessnessoftheboy 
reachingpubcrtyandintheclearrcsolveofamantowina 

f:fi~"~Ji~:igJ;~J.· ~~~~2£¥~~r~f~~% 
and self-abasement, (vi) thcpaRntalinstinct, (vii) theacx 

§~l:~§~fl:g~a;~~\~~~:5;.;~11~~ 
that then= are rnborn on our hwnan nature cenam tendencies 
toactionsofdiffcrcnttypes,whichappeareitheratbirthor 
at a later stage of normal development. These instincb 

or at least the 
tendency, the 
thisserviee. Undertheinfluence 
a man wants company; he don not conscio115ly want the 
preservationofhislifewhichmaybcthenaturaloutcomeof 
his gn:gario\15 tendencies. If an instinct has a biologi~l 
purpose, that purpose is not the consciOU5 purpose of the 
individualconcerncd;itmaybcapurposcofGodornature 
butthatisamatterforthcologyormetaphysicsandnotfo; 
psychology. Imtincts ,...., not mental procuses or bodily 
activities which we can observe; they a..., dispositiorur to 
ac:tion, and the only way we can know of them is through the 
actions they produce. We know nothing whatever of theQ­
own nature, for they belong not to the order of scientific 
phenomena like desires and movement:!; they belong to the 

'McDougall: op. cit., Ch. 3· 
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order of Kicntific hypotheses or assumptions like atolll5 in 
chemistry or the unconscious in psychology. (c) Thcgm.roJ 
inJUJ.ktnukn~:iudifferfromthcinstinctsinnotbeingcharae­
ta-i-zed byonepartieularfcelingstateorbyatendeney toone 
particular mode ofaetion. The kincb; of action in which 
onegenei-alinnatetcndcncymaycxprcssitsclfarcindcfinitely 
variable. According to McDo\lgall,' thc:sc incl\ldc sympmhy 
orthetcndcncytosharcthecmotionsofwhichweobscrvcthe 
cxprcssionsinothers,JuggtJ/ibi/ityortbctcndencytoacccpt 
bclicfsfromothcnintheabscnccoflogicallyadcq ... ategrounds 
for their acceptance, and imilalion or the tendency of one 
individ ... altocopythcmovementsandactiviticsofanotha-. 
Other general innate tendencies arc the tendency tOpltz)l 
and the tcndcncytoformlulbits (that is the tendency for any 
action to be repeated morcreadilyinvirtueofits having 
occurred before). Fromthepointofvicwofethics,thcrcare 
noimportantdiffcrcncesbctweenthcgcneralinnatetcndenciel 
andthcinstincts;thcfli"Stthruwhichwehavcmentioned, 
sympathy,suggestibilityandimitation,an::allboundupwith 
the gregarious instinct. 

Inh ... manbcingllatanyrate tbcrcmaybcalessorgrcatcr 
eonsciownessofanyoneofthcse tendencies, appetites, in­
stincts and general innate tendcncics, and of the activity in 
wlticlt it will find satisfaction. We call this consciousness 
impulse or tlesiu, and the word 'desire' implies a more definite 
consciousness than the word 'impulse'. In impul.!e there is a 
eonscioustcndencytosomeactivity,butthcrcnecdnotbethe 
clcarpie~ureinthemindofthcsatisfactiontobcgained 
from the activity that we find in the more developed fonN of 
desire; and, as we shall see later, dcsiro:s arc not commonly 
isolatedbuttendtobcaffe.:tcdbyotherdcsires,whileimpulses 
rcmainmorcorlessisolatedconscioustendenciestoaetion. 
The isolated imp ... !sein the developed mind may take the 
form of an impulse to do some morally good action, and this 
impulscmayinsomccasesbcopposedtothegcneraltendcncy 
of the do:sires of the agent. In such drcunutances a penon 
may even say that he had an impulse to do a -right action, 
and thathewaswrongtohavcacteddiffcrently. In such a 
casehcmaybercferringtoanintuitionofthcrightncssofthc 

' M(Do\lgall: op. eit., Ch. ~-
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~tion,ratherthantoanimpulsc:,thisintuitionrcsembling 
an impulse: in its arousing a tendenc:y to ao;tion and in illl 
being isolated from the main stream of ideas. We may 
dcfineadcsircastheo;onsciomtendencytoattainanobj<:<:t 
01" to engage in an activity which may satisfy a panicular want 
orfulfi\aparticularteDd~c:yoftheagent. Whcnamanisin 
want of food, he has the appetite of hunger, and he desires 
to eat food. \\"hen a man is thwancd in some activity in 
whichhciscDga!f!d,hisirutiDCtofpugnacityisarouscdand 
he desires II> fight with and overcome the person thwarting 
his~tivity. Thediffo;tcDceofadesirefn:>manappctitcor 
aninstinctivecravingosthatitisdirectedtowardsadclinite 
object and ismorefullya>nscious. It is btcausc:ofthisfullc:r 

::o:~~et~~~ :.o!es:~:~~i~ ~':re:O~~~:e!~~o/~r;: 
f;~~~t~i'o~O..~: :=:: d:~~a~ ·;i~!aM!~a~: 
madanisalmostcertaintofecltheappctiteofhungcrduring 
Ramadhan, the month of fasting, but he may attain a stage 
whc:rc,inspitcofhisnaturalhunger,hecannotbesaidtohave 
thed.c=;iretocat. Thccivilizcd.man'sdcsireforfooddift'ers 
fromthatoftheanimalorsavagcjustinthisrespcctthatitis 
adesiremod.iliedbytheinfluenecofotherdcsircs,butstiU 
holding. 

At the time we attain the object of a desire, this attainment 
isnorma\lyaCC<Jmpanied by a fceliDgofpleasantDessin our 
minds,andsothethoughtofattainingthcobjcctwilln:l.turally 
shaTc in the same feeling of pleasantness. When we desire 
weanticipatcpleasureinthesatisfactionofthed.csire,andso 
a pleasant feeling may <;orne to be associated with the dcsirc; 
thedesircforaholidaymayscemtobeplcasantbecauseof 
tl!e anticipated plcasaDtnessofthe actual enjoymeDt of the 
holiday being associated with the desire. But the desire 
its.::lf,abstractedfromtheprospectofitsauainment,mayvary 
greatly in its feeling tone aeeording to hs intensity and iu 
circumstances. Intense hung.,., for example, is nlways 
painful, but rn05t people seem to find a stimulation of sexual 
desire pleasant even with no prospeet of its satisfnetion; thil 
atanyratesecrnsthcmostlikdycxplanationoftheplcasant­
ncss of certain itcinS in cinema and music-hall programmes, 
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althoughsomepa.rtmaybcplayedbythepleasantncssofa 
satisfaction of the desire in imagination orfant.asy. In any 
caseitdoesnotappeartobctheplcasantncssoftheactual 
desire itself which impels the possessor of the desire towards 
activity, as some ralhcr crude psychologies have suggested; 
thepleasantnc:s:oorunpleasantncssaccompanyingdcsircvaries 
fartoomuchforsuchasimpleexplanation. 

A:; desires develop, there are various ways in which the 
original tendencies to action become more complic:a.ted. 
(t)ThetendenciestoactionmaybearouscdbyothOTobjccts, 
or even byideasofothcrobjects, than those which originally 
excitcdthcm. Achild,forexamplc,whoshowsthetendency 
toftightonhearingaloudnoi!!c,willoometoshowthesame 
tendency at the sight of an animal or toy repeatedly shown 
to it along with the loud noise. Similarly a desire for an 
object may develop into a desire for the pleasantness which 
rcgularlyaccompaniestheobminingofthisohjcet. Thetwo 
dai.= are by no means the same. The hungry man desires 
food and not merely pleasanmess. This <;an be demonstrated 
by offo:ring a hungry man mlUic, which normally gives him 
intense pleasantness of feeling, instead of food. (2) The 
bodily movements in which our inborn tendencies find satis­
faction may change and become more complicated. The 
violent blows by which the instinct of pugnacity expresses 
itselfinaclti..ldchangcintotheveilcdthreatsorthesarcastic 
remarks of the grown-up person who has been thwarted by his 
rival." {3)Severaloftheinnatctcndenciesmaybcaroused 
at the same time. A complex situation like that of a gene:ral. 
election may arouse instincts of pugnacity, self-assertion, 
gregariousness and acquisition all at thcsametimc. {4) A 
number of these tendencies may become more or less system­
atic:a.lly organized around some particular object or idea. 
AroWld the idea of one's country there come in the individual 
tendcnciesofself-assertioninthefonnofpridcinone'snational 
achievements,ofself-abasementbcforcthcgrcatnessofone's 
co\lntry's past, of pugnacity against its encmie~ and so on. 
It is thus that there is formed the sentiment of patriotism, and 
in the developed moral life sentiments have a large place as 
movingforccs. Whcnsuchcomplicationstakcplaccinfull 
cons.:iousness,andinr.onsciousdcsircthcytendtodoso, 
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itiscCTii•inthatourin.:nin"ivetendcncicsl,ills<>metimcs 
oonOietwithoncanother,andifthereistol>eanyharmony 
among our desires, weaker tendencies will have to make way 
forstrongeroncs. Thcrcisatcndencyforourd~-sircstoform 
amoreorlcssharmonioussysteminadultlife. Inchildhood 
theeonllictsan:oftenavoidedbythesimpleexpcdicntofthe 
childtakingoncdcsire:uatimeands:Hisfyingitandthen 
passing on to another, and parental authority often senles 
conflicts byadefinilecommand, but moM children have at 
some time or other conflicts ofdcsirc th:l.t PfC\'cnt activity 
foratimcandfindthcircxpressiononlrinanoutbuntoftcars. 
ltisinthcadolesccntperiod,thcperiodofstormandstrcss, 
that conlli"s are often most sharp and most bitter. As we 
grow up, our desires find thdr plae<: in a more harmonious 
systemandthistendeneyisaidedbythefactthatthecmotions 
which,accordingtoMcDougall,arc thcccntralpartsofour 
instincts,tcndalsotogroupthcmsclvesinsentimentsattac:hed 
to particular objects. At lint the systems or 'universes of 
desire' may only include limited ranges of our desires. In 
his business life a man will have one univcne of desires with 
perhapsthcdcsirctomakemoneyastheleadingdesircinthat 
universc;inhi•Chun:hlifc,hemaybelcdbyadilfercntgroup 
ofdcsireswithpcrhaps the desire todoGod'swillas theprc­
dominantmCmbcrofthcuniver!C; andduringhismonth's 
summer holiday all the desires at work in his mind at the time 
may find a place in a system where the dominating desire is to 
get his golf handicap reduced. Soinc people seem~~~ keep 
thescdiffcrentunivcrsesagooddcalapartfromoneanothcrall 
theirlivcs;amanorthissortisvcrydilfcrentinhishomefrom 
whatheisinhisbusines.s,verydilfcrentonholidayfromwhat 
heisinworkinglifc. With:wmepcoplc,thcvariousunivcrscs 
ofde5irebccomconcsinglesystcm;inPopo:'swords,'onem:u-

:.:~.ssiTh:: ;~h~h~r:~~ ~~;~os~~~~~;c;~~~ s~,'t~~fe~s ".fet~~~ 
mined by one dear purpose for good or for ill. With most 
people however there is no single dominating desire, but, in 
the expcricnecoflife, the various univencs find a place ina 
coherentsystcmwhe:retheydonottoooftenortooviolcntly 
comcimoeonftictwithoncanothcr. 

1 Pope: An EU~)'Dn M4n, Ep. 2, §131. 
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'When•.,<"Mt~ndtothcconsciowdcsire:sandtheaclivitiesto 
which they lead, we are apt to speak, as we have been doing, 
of the harmonizing taking place among these desires or 
a~tivities. It is however the <;Ommon opinion that thil 
harmonizingtakesplaceehieflyamongthedispositiomlead­
ing to desires and actions, that is among the instinets and 
innatetcndcncies. lnchildhood,thesetendenciesseemtobe 
rnoreorlessseparatefrornoneanother,andeachmaybe 
aroused to action by its own appropriatestirnulw without, 
asit-re,anyrcfcrcncetothcothen. Inthedevelopment 
of the mind,nurin<tinctsdcvclopintodispo.sitionsthatmay 
be called sentiments, although the word sentiment has perhap1 
toogreatasuggestionofemotionforourprescnt p11rposc. 
What we mean here by a sentiment is a developed and 

:::~:o~::~£:ul~bEtt::,i~!~~:~~~ ~;~!~ 
sight or thought of any woman; the sentiment of love ill a 
pc:nnanent attitude to one woman only; and while the sex 
instinct is mttelytheonecrude tendency to mate, the senti· 
ment of love has in ir~ ~phrre or 'univene' a great variety of 
tcndencio:s, dominating, submissive, tender and creative, 
Even then the sentiments must in turn form a harmonious 
system, and this is what is meantgcnerallybythedevelop­
mcnt of charaeter. Character is not something that we are 
llorn with, but something that we acquire by the development 
and particularly the harmonizing of our sentiments. The 
man with a single universcofdcsiresdorninantinhismlnd 
isthemanofstrongcharacter,notnC«SSarilythemanofgood 
character, for the dominant desires may be bad. The man 
of weak character is the man without any dominant 5cnti­
mcntsto<::ontrol hispassingdesiressothat he is carried away 
bythedesiresofthemomentwithoutany<;Oru;idcrationofthe 
otherunivcrsesofdesiresinhismind. Aman'scharacterwill 
make him more sensitive to certain objects and ideas, those 
which appeal to his dominant systems of desires, and less 
sensitive toothen. In thinking over hisactiomr, he will be 
affc<:tcd by the thought of certain eonsequencesratherthan 
othcn, for the former will be more akin to the obj«US of his 
dominantdesires. "''hathasbeenalreadysaidofinstinetis 
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trueofsentimentandcbaractcr; tbcscarenotactivitiesor 
oecurrencc:s;theyaredispositioruortcndcnciestoaction,nnd 
we only know them through the aetivitic:s they cause. 
Characto:rdcsignatcsanaetivedisposition,tcndingtoaction, 
or rather thesumofour tendencies to action so farastbese 
au Wlitcd into one harmonious system. 

§3. Moli111onJlnttnliDfl 

A motive maybe delinedasaeonscious mental proce.s which 
moves a man to act in a particular way, and with the ~iblc 
exceptionofactionsdonefromasenseofduty,actions done 
with a cons<:ioltS process of willing have as their motives 
desires. Itismydcsirctocatfoodthatmovcsmetogointo 
arestaurantandorderamcal. lndcsireitselfhoweverthcre 
appear to be two ""J>CCI!, on the one hand the instinctive 
cravingorurgeimp./lingaman to action, and on the other 
handtheendorohjeetatwhichhcisaimingwhichi•s.aidto 
inrlwe him to the action. The motive which impcb a father 
tosendhi!sontoschoolmaybefromoneaspccttheparenta\ 
instinctorparentalafl'cctionimpellinghim todoso; from 
anotho:raspectitishi!aimofgivinghissonaneducationthat 
will sec~ his full development and enable him to earn his 
living that inducu the father to do so. It has been very 
common among moralists to attend to one of these aspects to 
the cxdusion of the otho::r, for example to suppose that an 
actionimpellcd.byafeelingofbenevolcnceisgoodwhatcver 
the object aimed. at, butinevcrywilled action, both Upeets 
ofthemotivearcinvolvcd,andtospeakasifoneofthem 
caused the action without the other playing any part is an 
abmaction which may lead to a false judgement ofthc whole 
action. There may be lower levels of action where a man is 
earriedawaybyfeelingandacts blindly without considering 
theendorresultofhisaction. Suebactionsarccalled 
impulsive actions, and they come into the sphere of ethics 
because by thinking of the consequences we could have acted 
differently. 

The col13(;iousnesg of the coruequences of an action varies 
from a vague awareness ::~f some object, as when a child runs 
from some strang.: animal towards his mother, to a well­
thought-out plan or policy where a man has a scheme of 
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aetioneoveringanumberofyeilrsandthinkaohllthepossible 

:;~~{~;:c;~,:.!~ !~~~~~"i;.":"fur~i;a~o~:e:=~~ a;,~;~:~~ 
willedsehemeofaction, as anticipated bythedoc:rofit, is 
ealledhisintcntion. hincludesasonepartofitthcaimor 
objectwhiehhas~nreferredtoastheinduc:ementa•pect 
ofthemo!ive,thedire<:tobjectoftheagent'sdesire,butthe 
feelingoremotionimpellingtheagcnttoactionisnotregarded 
aspartofthcintention. Ifwcsupposcthatthemotivewhich 
impel• Jones to take an appointment in West Mrica is 
acquisitiveness, with making money as its conscious object, 
thcacquisitivenessofjonesisnotpanoftheintention,but 
the makingofmoneyis the principal part of the intention. 
h must be noted, however, that if the motive as a conente 
whole were not present, that is, if jones lacked the acquisitive­
ness which leads him consciously to desin:: money, the whole 
intention or plan of action would disappear. A man's in­
tention refers to the ouuidc world, the world of anticipated 
results as thcyareforesecnbytheagent; thcmotiverefcnto 
the state of the agent's own mind, the spirit in which the 
action is done rather than the consequences of the action, 
althoughafullyconsciousmotivehasanaimwhichindieates 
thc&piritoftheaction;thcaimofseuingmoneyindieatesan 
acquisitivespirit. Jnhisintention,theagcntmustplantodo 
manythingswhichheluunodesiretodo. Joneo,motivated 

~:..~~~~.d~~t" ~~~~a~~e m::neic'io:~~~i=v:tr!";;~gof!~!~: 
although that is likely to loom largest in his mind, but also 
the discomforts of an unhealthy climate, the separation from 
friends and possible unfitness for employment later in his own 
country,noneofwhichhedesiresataiJ. Noreanweregard 
theotht·o·partsoftheintentionsimplyasrelatedtothemotive 
in the rclationofmcanstocnd;joncscertainlyputsupwith 
the disadvantage• of emplo}'mcnt in West AfTi~a ns a mearuo 
to make money, but the motive is something more; it is 
the dominant driving power throughout a scheme of action 
determin.ingthcspiritofthewhole.seriesofaetivities,under­
ingsomecon.sequeneesoftheseactivitiesattractiveandothers 
dissatisfying to the doer of the action. The intention, as a 
foreseen scheme of action, is capable of almost inde6nite 
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elaboration, varying with the imagination of the agent and 
his knowledge of probable circumstan~o:s. Some of the 
distinctioN made by Mackenzie among the different parts 
of intention have their main use in showing the elaborate 
nature of intention.• We may distinguish between the 
imm<tliote intention and the umol< intention of an a~tion. 
Two young men may have the :same immedi;l.!e intention of 
enlistinginthearmy,buttheonehasthercmoteintention 
of earning large sums of money, while the other has the 
n:moteintentionofsacrificinghiscarcerforthewclfareofhis 
country. We may again distinguish between the 'dirtd' 
intentionofanact,whichistheaimaspeetofthcmotive,as, 
for example, Jones's aim of making money, and the 'indirtct' 
intentionorundesircdconsequen~whichareanticipated, 
as, for example, thedisadvantagestojoncsoflife in West 
Africa. 

Modernpsychologistsoftcnwriteof'unconsciousmotives' 
to action, and Mackenzie even mentioned 'uncoNcious 
intention'.• his more convenient to limit the words 
'motivc'and'intention'toconsciousmenta\processes. The 
new psycllology has given us strong reasons to think that 
uncoNciousmcntalproccssesplayalargcpartindctennining 
ouraction.s,anditisevidcntthatourbchaviourisnotalways 
fully explained by the motives and intentions consciomly 
present in our mind. In so far as such determining factorn 
are unconscious they arc outside our control and so not of 
dircctinlCTcsttoethies. Thepublicl>cncfactormaysU.>pose 
that the only influence determining his conduct is the eon­
sciousmotiveofhelpingsuffcringmankind, and he may be 
perfc:ctlyhoncstinhissupposition,butthemodcmpsychologist 
tells us that there may be at work in the bcudactor's mind an 
uncoiiSdousrcndcncytodominatehisfellow·men. 

Ic is sometimes argued that 'moti~-cs' cannot be included 
among the voluntary activities which arc judged in ethical 
judgements, because a man cannot change his own motives 
ordesires. Itistructhatif,ataparticularmomcnt,thedesirc 
for food is in a man's mind, he may not be able there and then 
to replace that di:sire by another, but none the less, a good 

• Maektt12ie: Md~~dlof £/hiu, Bk. I, Ch. 2, ii. 
'Maeltemic: op. cit., p. 49 {611• Edition). 
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deal of moral tr.~ining consists in the development and 
modification of motives; the pious Mohammadan, for 
e:ocample,lcarosoottodesircfoodduriogthemonthoffastiog. 
Whentbemotiveisactuallyoperativeiothemiod,itmayoot 
be possible to get rid ofiton that particular occa.slon, and 
then,byhisvolition,theageotchoosc:stocanyoutorto 
rdraio from·rhe action to which the motive leads; his choice 
willbconefactorwhicheitherhelpsorhindcrstherecurrence 
ofthcparticularmotivc. lnthedcvelopedcharncter,aswc 
havealrcadyscco,ccrtaiomotiveshavcbecomehabitually 
predominant, and the agent's own past choices have ~eo 

~~~t=~~~O:~t~~:tennining which of his motives have 

In his desire to Slate things simply, the psychologist is apt 
tospeakasifeachactioowcredctcrmiocdbyooesioglcmotivc 
acting by itself, but of course this is almost never the case. 
Even in very simple activities, many factors, both conscious 
anduocomciou•,arelike\ytobcatworkintheagcot'smind 
before he acts, and to analyse thcsefaetorsis often a task 
~yondtheingenuityofthepsychologi.st. ltwouldbefalsc, 
foruample,tosaythataman'•onlymotiveinseekingapost 
withalargcrsalaryisthcdesircformoncy. Heprobablyat 
thesamctimcwantstoasscrt himselfinawidcrsphcre,to 
exercise more widely his social andothcrgifu,togainthc 
cornpanionshipofawifcortogivebctteropportuniticstohis 
children,andthescdcsircsarclikclytospringfromtendencics 
othd'thanhisacqulsitiveinstinct. 

Aman'sdcsires,inthcirofficeofbcingmotivcs,oftencon­
flict with one another. Mackenzie called the dcsirc which 

;.:~~~ •,~"~cl,t~l,,~~~h~ :~~h,:.,.~:c~fl~V: ;:~~~·;:h~u~: 
meaning. A man desires both to rnako: money for himself 
and to engage in some public service, which implies self­
sacrifice, and at the moment the two desires point to different 
lines of action and so arc in conflict with one another. Now 
cachofthcscdcsircsbclongs toalargersystcmoruniverscof 
desires. The desire of the man to make money may have 
associated in the :same universe with it the desire to give case 
to his wife, to make a good provision for his children, and to 

'Mac•enzic: Ma~al if Ethit~, Book I, Ch. '• p. 7· 



36 An lnlrDducliDn lo E1!1ics 

display his superiority ov~r his business rivals The d~,ir~ 
of the man for selt-saerilicing suvice may have associated in 
lhesamcunivc:rsewithitthedesiretohclpotlwrs,thcdesirc 
to ahow him.elfofsupcrior character, the desire to give 
pleasurctothosewhoseopinionhevalucs,thcdc•ircfO"t"social 
rd'onnandthcdesiretodothcwillofGod. ltisthisfacttha.t 
makes the statement, that the strongest motive always wins, 
meaningless,forthestrongestmotivcmaymeanthestrongest 
single motive (which perhaps never occm; alone), or the 
motivebelongingtothcstrongcstunivcrscofo:lcsircs. Ino:lccd, 
a.weshallsuggestinthe nextscction,ina.tl"lilwrat"nction, 
thcwinningmotivcdoesnotonlybringtoitsaio:lthestrongc!l 
univc=ofdesirt';ithas,insomcwayorothcr,nowgoton 
its $-ide the mind or character :a. a whole, ami the aerom­
plishmcnt of this is what is commonly called willing. 

§4. The PTOU>S of Willing 
lnanimpulsivcaction,suchasthesuddenstrikingofhis 

opponent by a man in a rage, the strongest desire of the 
moment directly determines the action. In the case of 

~h!i~::~ a~~~nt~~er;cit~~!ro~i~~:t~~~e ~~d;~~n0~!c::.~ 
whentwodesiresconfl.ict;inthecaseofthemancorw;iously 
striving to do what is right there may be two obligations 
whiehhedalrestofullilthatcannotbothbefnlfillcdatthe 
sametime,ortheremaybeastrongdesirethatisinconAict 
withthedesiretodohisduty. Thechoiceitsclfisacoriative 
proc:css,whichiscommonlypreccdcd by the intellectual act 
of making a judgement or series of judgements; it is when 
thercisaseriesofjudgcmentsthatwewctheworddc\ibcra. 
lion. In making a choice we arc not merely judging which of 
our desires;, the strongest, for to do •o would often be a 
pltce of introspective analysis which is beyond the c:apaeity 
of the ordinary man or even of the skilled psychologist. What 
weappearmorecommonlytobejudging;,thattheresultof 
the action motivated by one desire in our mind is more 
attractive than the result of an action motivated byanotho:r 
de~~ire in our mind. The injured man, for example, may 
deliberately control his: impulse to strike his enemy becawc 
hcscesthattheresultofhiadoingsowould bean advantage 
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tohisenemy,whilethegivingofasoflanswerwouldltavethe 
mou attraeth•e result uf an advantage to himself. From 
another point of view choice cannot be merely another runne 
fordesiringmoustrongly,forchoicealwaysimpliesasecond 
step, which desiring alone does not imply. ThU stepio to 
makeupourmindstosctaboutattainingonepartieularend 
among tho,se that seem desirable to our mind at the moment. 
This means that we resolve to take whatever means arc ncccs­
sarytorcachthcdesiredcnd. Aftcrthis,wehavetotakcthc 
further step of discovering by deliberation what particular 
means are most desirable forattainingthccndchoscn,and 
weresolvetotakcthescmcans. Andcvt:naftcrthis,wehave 
•till to put out the exertion to take the lmtstcpin bringing 
these means into action. ltwouldbewrongtosupposcthat, 
ineverychoice,theehooserdeliberatelyattendstoeachofthcsc 
steps;thercarecountlcssvarietiesofaetionbetwo::enimpubive 
and fully deliberate actions. Allthatwecans.ayis that the 
choosercan,ifhesodesirc,consciowlytakeeachofthesc 
steps. 

The first step then in willing is the judgement of the 
attractiveness of one end as compared to another, and we may 
ask, attractiveness to whom or to what part of the mimi? 
Our answer will vary with the degree to which the action is 
impulsive or the degree to which it is deliberate. In the ease 
of the purclyimp1,1lsive action we have already seen that it 
istoonei.solateddcsirethattheactionappcals,andtheagent 
ca!Tics"out the action without making any judgement at all. 
In a slightly mou complicated case, altho ... gh one impulse 
,may dominate the mind, there may still be a choice of means. 
The angry man may at the moment seem to have his whole 
mind occupied by hostility to his enemy and yet decide that 
striking his opponent is not the most attractive form of 
action; he can get the better of him mou effectively in some 
other way. If, however, along with the hostility, other 
univcrscsofdesirearcatworkintheman'smind, themO:!It 
ataactive result may appear to be one that is not at all attrac­
li.ve to the one impulse of anger; it may be reconciliation and 
eo-oper.t.li.on brought about by pali.ent waiting and effort for 
mutualforgivenea. ltisnotthceascthatthcendwhichiJ 
more attracli.ve to the wider pup' of dcaira is neeeaarily 
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that which is morally better, as some moralists ~em \Q suggest. 
The burglarcarTicdaway by a strong impulse of pity might 
absta.infromhiscrime,butifhelctsthclargcrpartofhis 
dlaractcr, which we may call his professional self, come into 
action,hcmaydeeidetogoonwiththeburglary. Sowilling 
appears to be a mattcrofdcgn:e depending on thec:-.tcntto 
whichthewholcofanindividual'sdo5irc:sareinvoh·cdinthe 
action. An action is fully a willed action when the whole 
charaetcrofthcdocrisinvolvedinit. The.,..cntialmarkof 
volitionorwillingisthatthecharactcrortbcpcrsonalityas 
awhol<',Dr,asLairdputit, 'the controlling organization of 

·selfhood' as contraSted with it.s 'subordinate incidental 
portions'' is thrown upon the side of one motive. One of 
thcscsubordinatcincidcnlailportionsmay\x:rcsponsiblcfora 
particulardcsircorimpulsc, butinwillingthewholcselfhas 
bccomercsponsible. Whatischaracteristicofwillingisnot 
the idea being consciously present in our mind that our 
wholeselfison thesidcofthisaction; what makes an act 
a willed act is the fact that the self has accepted the action 
:::Sn::"' whether the self has been conscious of doing 

The <;boice of an end is followed by the choice of mea"" to 
bring about the desired end. In making this choice we need 
to<::onsiderthelikelihoodWithwhichaparticularmeanswill 
produce the desired end, the amount of the end that it is 
likclytoproduccbccausenotevcryamountofthedcsiredcnd 
maybcdesirable,thcattractivcncssorunattractivcne.softhe 
means themselves, for a means may appear to be so undcsir­
ablcinitselfastoleadustogiveupthewholeplanofaction, 
andthelikelihoodofourbcingabletobringaboutthemeans. 
Of course the agent docs not actually consider all these 
factorsincvcryc;aseof<::hoiceofmeans, butitispossibleto 
consider them all, and, onlywhenthcagentdocsso, can we 
say that his choice is fully deliberate. A general, whose 
desired end is the tolal defeat of his enemy, may con!ider 
aerial bombardment as a means to this defeat, and may ask 
these ql.lestiol\5 abo1.1t it: 'Is aerial bombardment likely to 
bring about total defeat?' 'Will the defeat so produced be 
totalorpartial,soleavingitpossiblcfor the enemy to gain 

'Laird: AStrdyin MM~I Tlu:ory, p. 1 .. 2. 
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some other advantage?' 'Is aerial bombardment so un· 

lx:cmployedasamcansofvictory?' 'Ha•·ewetheresour«s 
dcoimbl•! in ,·iew of its innicting injuries on civilians as not to 4 
in acroplanci, bombs and trained airmen available, so that 
itispracticablctousethismeansofdefe:llingthcenem~·?' 

In our deliberation on means we will discover the first 
stcptotaketowardsthcattainmentofthechosenend. People 
varyvcrymuchinthcirabilitytotakcthisstep. Somepeople 
scemtofinditcxtremclydiffieulttomakethcne<:essaryself· 
cxcrtionrequiredforactiontobegin,andthereisamcntal 
abnormalitycallcd'abulia'wbichisanextremeformofsuch 
difficulty. Otherpeoplchavcatendeneytorushintoaetion 
withoutcompletingtbeproccssofdclibcration;thcyscemto 
find deliberation irksome and action congenial. It is 
dmracteristieofthc man of developed good character that 
he karns to know the appropriate amo1.1nt of deliberation 
iuanysituation,andthcrightmomentatwhiehtomakcthc 
neccssaryself·excrtion. Wcshallseelaterthatwhenwctalk 
ofactiou in ethics it is generally this self~xcrtion that we 
mean; thc outward mo\•ements produced by this self­
eltcrtionarc generally determined tosomeextentbyothcr 
drcum•tances than our own willing, and so are less suitable 
,.,objccuofourmoraljudgements. 

§5. l'>.J<hologicalHrtlollism 

A theory ofps~·chology that has had a great innucncc "" 
ethical<' thought is the view that the sole object of human 
dcsircisplcasure. Mcnm3}"appcartosccksuchothcrthings 
aswcalthorlcantingor•·inuouscharactcrs, but actually they 
arc seeking such things as mean~ to getting pleasure. Thi~ 
thC01"}" ofps~·cltologieal hcdoni.m i>, we must remember, a 
dc•criptionofhumannalurclearncd bycmpiricalobserva· 
tionandnot,likccthicalhcdonimt{withwhichithasbcen 
oftcnconfused),anethicalthcoryorastatementofwhatmen 
ought to seek. Itfollow:sthatthcon\ywaytorefutepsyeho­
logical hedonism is to show that there arc some normal human 
bcingswhoscckotherthingsthanplcasurc. Itisnoproof 
ofp.•rchological hedonism to show th:tt there arc certain 

:~~:~:~~~\:,'~~~ho~~.~~~~ ~~~~:,~1~~;\~n ~~~~~~~~; ~~~::r::~~ 



40 An Introduclion to Ethits 
like knowledge, are really seckin~~: ~hem as means to their own 
pleasure. Whatthcpsychologicalhedonistnceds to show is 
that IJJl men in all their a~tivities arc seeking pleasure and 
nothing but pleasure, and few intelligent people will accept 
this, however ready they are to admit that many people do ao 
on many occasions. What mwt be shown in order to refute 
psychological hedonism is that, however many people seek 
pl=rn:, some people on some occasions do not do so. Nor 
dccs it prove psychological hedonism to show that in every 
iDd.ividual then: is a natural tendency to seek his own plc~sun:. 
The American realist, Holt, bases this on the physiological fact 
thatastimulatcdpartofabodyrcflexlysccksmon:stimu!ation 
foril3cif.' It need not be doubted thatthercissuch a funda· 
mentaltendcncyinhumannantre,hutwhatthepsychologlcal 
hedonist would IICCd to prove is that this is the only tendency 
detcrmininghumana~tion. 

"Ilu:orctically there may be three forms of psychological 
hcdo.W.m, butthefi:nttwoofthese are not at all plausible. 
(a) Tbe pleasantness of desire at the moment of desiring may 
be the faetor which determines action. The desire of a 
starving man for food may be extremely painful and yet be a 
desire most likely to produce action. (b) A man always dDC:!I 
what gives him most pleasure at the moment to do. This 
might explain the action of the starving man in striving to 
get food, but it is obvious that we sometimes do actions which 
do not give pleasure at the moment; for c>:amplc, we go to the 
dentist for the painful business of having a tooth e>:aaetcd. 
(c) The motive that determines action is always the desire 
for some future pleasure. This is the most reasonable form of 
psyehologieaJ hedonism and the theory that is generally 
dcnotcdbythisname. 

Tho:n= arc, howcvcr, several good reasons for considering 
psychologicalhedonismevcninthismostrcasonableformto 
be false. 

(i) The ~trongcst argument against psychological hedonism 
is that from introspection. When we desire, we arc not 
always coMC:iously desiring pleasure. We may be desiring 
foodOTmusicorexerciscwithoutanythoughtofthcpleasant 

1 Holt, from; ArnpU-aq Phil~wplry T~·da)' and To·monow, pp. 
187-•119· 
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fcc\ingthattheirattainmentwillbringus. Itistruethatthe 
satisfactionofourdesiresforthcsethingsisnormallya.;<;om­
P"nicdbyplcasantfceling,somuchsothatinsomeca.<cswe 
refertotheobjcctswhichsatisfyourdesircsa.splea.su..,.;we 
talkofsuchthingsasmu.sicandfooda.sthcplca.<~csoflife, 4 
and we even refer to tllCmeeting wilh a friend as a plca.<~e. 
Yetitiscvidentthatwhatwedesireisnotmerelythepleasant 
feeling, but the object arousing it. However much we may 
lovcmusicandgctplca.surefromlisteningtoit,musicwillnot 
satisfyu.sifwhatwcdcsireatthemomentisfood. 

(ii) Even in the animal world a mother animal will endure 
painandsacrifieeherllfcforthesakeofheryoung. When 
ahumanmothcrcmgagcsinsimilarconductthepsychological 
hedonist maintains that she does so for the sake of future 
pleasure, cithersothatshcmaycnjoylaterthcsocictyofher 
child or thatshcmay.savehersclffromthepainfulnessof 
remorse, or even that she may give herself a momentary 
tlu·illofsatisfactionovcrhcrextrcmesacrificconbehalfofher 
child. Even if we admit that all human self-sacrificc could 
be explained by such explanations, it dDC9 not follow that 
thcsearetheonlypossibleexplanationsofit;explanationby 
anaturalinstinettosaerif>cconcselfinccrtaincircumstances 
would be a still more plau.siblc explanation. To ttansfer the 
explanationsgivcnbythepsychologicaliKdonisttotheanimal 
worldwouldsuggcstafarhighcrlevclofdevclopmentinthe 
animalworldthanwchaveanyscientilicgroundsforaeccpt­
ing, an.l it would sco:m a simpler and more reasonable view 
to hold that the aim of the mother, whether animal or human, 
istosavchcryoungfromdanger;thediscoverythatthereis 
plca:;ureeveninsuchself-sacriliccis!omctltingwhichcolllC3 
later. 

(iii) Maternal self-sacrifice is only one case of what we may 
ouppo:sc to be a general rule that wanu come before satis­
factions. This would appear to be true in the biological 
evolution of conduct. Plantsandthelowcrfomllofanimal 
life have needs or wanu, for example of air and moistlll'C, 
but there is no evidence that they bave any consciousnea of 
these wants or their satisfaction, so that in no seNe can they 
be said to desire pleasure. From these "Unconsciom wants 
there seems to be a gradual development through dim 
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appctitestoeonsciousdcsircs,thcs:udaction of which is 
certainlyaccompa.niedbypleasantfcding. Thesamcwould 
appeartolJCthcorderofdcvelopmcntinthecascofcertain 
desirrsintheindividual human bdng. The child seems to 
haveaninnatetendencytoimitatcthcactiviticsofgrown-up 
JHlOplc. A boy imitates the grown-up activity of smoking 
and generally on the f1nt occasion finds it c:<trcmcly un­
pleasant, hut imitative and self-assertive tendendrs cause him 
topcnistin the activity until itgivcshim•ati•faction. The 
psychological hedonist may here argue that the boy persists 
because he argues that grown-up people must find smoking 
cxc~cdinglyplcasant, but hisfJrstunhappyexpcriencc would 
bcsufficientreplytothisargumcntifthcboywercinnuenccd 
mCI'Cly by the desire for pleasure, and there were no other 
innate tendencies urging him to persist in the activity. Again 
anaetivitylikc;kil\ingone's neighbour is in all probability 
naturallyunpleasant;itisonlywhcnamanhas<lctcrmincd 
frommotivesofenvyorvengeancetokillhisncighbourthat 
it will give him pleasure to do, so. There arc certain ex­
periences likcthcsatisfactionofthc bodily appetites and the 
enjoymentofpcrecivingbcautifulobjcctswhicharcsouniver­
sally pleasant that it is plausible to accept the view of the 
psycho\ogica\hedonistthatmcndesirethcsecxpericncesfor 
thesakcofthepleasurcthcygivc. Thcothcrthing.thatgive 
uspleasurc,andtherearemanyofthescinhumanlifcwithout 
taking such an extreme example as an angry man killing his 
neighbour,dcpcndonourhavingdcsircdthcmbcf<.:chand, 
andnotonthcirownintrinsicplcasantness. 

(iv) An argument which suggests but by no means demon­
stratcslhefalsityofpsychological hcdonismisknowna.sthe 
'pamdoxofhedonism'.' Sidgwickpointedoutthatthebest 
way to~~ pleasure is to forget it. The player of a game who 
i• continually thinking of the enjoyment that he is getting 
out of the game will probably miss that enjoyment to a great 
extent, while the player who gi'>cs all his mind to the playing 
and winning of the game gets the fullest enjoyment out of it. 
This is one example of a law which ha.s long been known to 
psychologists that attending to an affective state so modifies 
1hat state as to lessen or even dJ:Stroy its pleasant or 

1 Sidgwi~k: Th Mtthois ~1 Ethics, Bk. I, Ch. 4· 
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unpleasantquality. Itispossiblc,howcvcr,forpcoplcwithout 
attendingallthctimctothepleasanuu:ssofthcircxpcrienee. 
tomakcthcauainmcntofplcasurcthciraim,andsuchpeople 
do get a go-.::at deal of enjoyment in spite of the paradox of 
hedonism. Itwouldlx:foolishtosupposethatboxausemen ~ 
aimatothcrthingsthanplcasurcthcyncveraimatplc~ure 
at alt. And the psychological hedonist might argue that men 
areintclligcntcnoughtotaketheparadoxofhedonismimo 
account in their ine,·itable pursuit of pleasure. The argu­
mcntprovidcdbytheparadoxofhedonismisthat,ifpsyc:ho-
logi<:al hedonism lx:true, itisd.ifficulttoe"plainwhythere 
should have been ~uch a strange dcvdopmcnt as that implied 
by the paradox of hedonism. Jf,ve accept the other view 
thatdcsircsmaylx:formanydiffercntobjeetsandaetivitics, 
then it would bcinaccordancewithwhatpsychologytcaches 
usaboutassociationorconditioningthatthedcsireforplcasurc 
should need frequently to be reinforced by the conscious 
desire for the object or activity which originally gave the 
particular pleasure. It is to this necessity that the parado~~; 
ofhedonismeallsattention. 

It is this fact of association or conditioning which gives 
suchplausibilityasitlmsloJl'ychologieal hedonism. In the 
ease of hunger, for example, we have a want for nourishment 
and the satisfaction of this want is accompanied by slfong 
pleasantness. When the satisfying of this want has bun 
repeated many times, and especially when the bodily need llf 
nourish'ffientissoregularlysuppliedasnolongcrtorequirc 
attention, we may come todaircconseiouslytheassociatcd 
pleasantness rather than the nourishment, and there is little 
doubtthatwcoftencatforthesakeofpleasurerathcrthanof 
nourishment. Thishappcnsmostconspicuouslyinthceases 
ofcatinganddrinkingandgratifyingtbesc.«:ualinstinct,but 
itmayhappcninthccascofanydcsirc. Evcnthcphilosopher 
maycometostudyforthesakcofthcpleasurethathisstudics 
give him rather than for the sake of attaining knowledge 
which was his original aim. And our motives arc in m05t 
case• so complex that in almoot every case the desire for 
pleasantexpcrienccmaylx:onefactorinourmotivc;itillnot 
thconlyfactoraspsychologicalhcdonismallcgcs. 

Ourconclu<ionisthatwcdonotdcsirethingsbccauscthcy 
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~;e ~:_r:~~.on ~: ~~:'~r l~~!'n~:':tapl~~~~~~~~~ 
eumple,ispleaaantonlyifthereisalreadyadcsiretodoso 
in our rnincb. The faet that we do a thing b~~use we our­
selvesdeo.iretodoitdoeJnotmeanth:..tallourdesiresare 
st:lfuh,aspsychologicalhedonistsaupp01e. Wemayhavean 
entiTelyunselfuhdesire for such an object as our neighbour's 
succCS!I,andthesatisfaetionofthatdesiremaygivctheun· 
selfish man more pleasure than hi• own prcmolion. What 
raakesamanselfuhisnotthe factthatthesatisfaelion of his 
desire~giveshimpleasure,butthekindsofobjcelswhiehgi•·e 
him pleouure and the kincb of dcsins that he has in his mind. 
The well-being of others may be what a man desires most and 
what gives him most pleasure, and this is just what we mean 
byeallingthemanunselfish. 

§6. RtasMasM~tioeWActWn 

Aristotle' held that the end or aim of the willing process is 
always set by our desirc::5, and that the work of reason is to 
ddiberateaboutmeansandnotends. SimilarlythcSeottish 
philosopher, Hulllt, argued that 'reason is and ought only 
tobethcslaveofthepassions'.• Theendsorohjcctsthatwc 
seek are, according to this view, determined only by our 
desire and the business of reason or the cognitive part of 
mind is merely to determine the best means for satisfying these 
desirc::5. l'$ychologicalhedonistsarcboundtoholdthisvicw; 
pleasurcistheonlyobjcctatwhiehwceanaim,andsOrcason 
and intclligenec can only be ~d to guide us in the mon 
efficient ways of getting pleasure. It appears to be one of the 
limitations of the scheme of instincts taught by McDougall 
and other modem psychologists that their theory suggests a 
similar function for the intellect. The ends at which we aim 
are determined by our innate tendencies or instincts; reason 
assist!IU!Iindiscovcringthe best means for the attainment of 
these ends. 

Certain considerations suggest that this view is false and 
that reason has some part to play as a motive to action. (i) 
Among our innate tendencies there is in man at any rate the 

'Aristotl~:Ni<orrnr<luiiJOEihiu, Bk. VI. Ch. 2 <••aga). 
'Hume: TriDtiJ<onHumDnNdturt, Bk.IJ, Pt. III, Ch. ~. 
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desire to be consistent and to avoid contradiction-what we 
may call the desire to be r:uional. This desire seems to 
play a very important part in the development from the 
isolatedimtinctsoftheehildtotheunillcd<:Omistenteha.racter 4 
of the fully developed man,anditislikclytoplaysomepart 
in any fairly <:Omplcx motive. The burglar, who is disturbed 
byapangofpitywhilc!obbingasafe,i•likelytopullhimself 
together wi1h the argument that it is foolish to be carried away 
by'scntimcnt'andthatitis~asonabletosticktohispro­
fessional activities. (ii) Ithasalrcadybccnshowntharina 
<:Onscious\y willed action, judgements arc made as to the 
attractiveness of one end as compa~ with another. Even 
ifwea\lowthattbemainfactorindctcrminingatb:activeness 

~~~·;;ndcr~c~r~~c ~~:; ~f: j~d~~:c~~ ~~~~':'!~~": 
cognitive pro.;css in which reason does play some part. There 
arc,ofeour.;c,voluntaryaclionslikchabitualorcvenrefl.ex 
movemcntswhercthereillnoconsciouswillingwithitsimplicd 
judgements, and in these eases there may be no questiol\ of 
rcasonservingasamotive. (iii) Inthedevelopedchara.;tcr 

~~sc~:~~~d~0 ~~~~!:u=~~\~~tiilie8:n~=~ 
asaunity,anditwouldbcafalseabstraetiontosupposethat 
th.; affective and conative aspec!S of mind determine an 
action without any reference to tl:te cognitiv.; or rational 
aspecU of mind. (iv) Reasoning, even thf; ab3tract kind of 
reasoril'ng that we us.; in philD'!ophio;al study, may suggest ,a 
<:O\II'SC of action, and to that extent be adeterminingCactor 
inaction. Thcstudentofeconomics,forexa.mple,mayinhill 
purely intellectual investigation frame theories which suggest 
possible plans of action. It is true that something more may 
be needed before these plans a.-.; actual\ycarricdintoelfect, 
suchasadesircforincrcascdnationalwcalthorthedislikeof 
some economic evil, causing pain 10 thf; economist's mind, 
but no one can deny that, in produciag the consequent 
activity, ahstract economic reasoning has been one factor. 
Hume himself admitted that reflection may arouse a d..,;re 
bycausingustothinkaboutsomcdesirable thing• (as whe11 
a student of ancient history has suggested to him by bis 

1 Hume: Trt<~lise on H~man NatuTr, Bk. III, Pt. I, Ch, t. 
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historical •tudiesthe dcsir~llility ufvisiting Grecct·), and that 
reflection may sometimes wca~cn a dL-sitt by •hawing us the 
worthlessness ofthcobjcctsofthat desire (~• when rdigious 
contemplation weakens our worldly antllitiuns). (v) It is 
likely that those who hold that ocasun alwoys deals with 
mcansconf\ncrcasontolop:icalinfercncc,citheo·ofthcdc<luc· 
tiveortheinductivcvaricoy. lnthatcaseitccrtainlywould 
be difficult to suppose th:>.t re~snn could tdl us the end or 
objects :n which we should aim. Tlwr<' arc, however, two 
othc1 possilllefunctiunsofreasun.' (:>.)Reason m~yprovide 
the mind with what are callrd "(oriori concept', that i•, 
nohornwhichare nol\earucd byexpe~icn<:cbut al"(""insome 
wayorothcrgivcnbythemind·itsclf. Man~·t>enplcholdfur 
exampletha.tthcideathatweougkltodoaccotainaetionis 
suehant~prirnieonccptandthatsuchanotion,apartfrom 
anydcsiretodotheaetion,impelsustodoit. (b) Reason 
hasthefunctionofintuitiveinduction,thatis,thcfnnction 
of seeing the univeru.l rule invuh..-d in particular inst~nces 
withoutthemethod.ofexperimcntandhypot.hcsi•whicharc 
analysedbyinduetivelogic;thcsceingofthennivenalprin· 
cipleisdircctandintuitivc. Mornlistsmayholdthatrcason 
eansodiseovcrnotmerclylaw•astowhatdocshappcn,but 
laws as to what ought tu happen, and these tnay serve as 
q~.oti~determiningourconduct. (vi)lntro:spectionsuggests 
that we arc able to suspend our judgement, so that when in 
theeouncofdclibcrntionana<:tivityisjudgcd.tobctl>emn:st 
amaetive,itispossiblctodclayactionuntilthere:lcetive 
partofourmindhasauendcd.tootherconsidcrationswhieh 
may inDuenec our judgement. Th~ man who has written an 
angryletter,howcverauractivcthesendingofitmaybc,may 
lca\"eitinhisdeskuntilthenextmorning,andbythattimc 
rationalcorniderations"illhavemadethcscndingofitlcss 
attractive. Similarly reasonable ideas do seem to have the 
power of driving unprofitable ideas from the mind, and the 
rcsultwillhethatadifferentcourseofactionwillappca.rmorc 
attractive. 

Theimportan<:eofthisdiscusiionforethicsisthatitleaves 
openthcpossibilitytbatouraetionsmaybcdetermincd. by a 
'scn.<eofduty'orbyeonsciencc,orcvcnbyanundcrstanding 

'Broad: Fillt T.Jp.sqf£1/ri<al T~tbr.J, p. 105. 
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ofthcprinciplcsofcthics. Ithasindccdbccnsuggcstcdthilt, 
forthcgoodlirc,rensonshouldbethconlymotivcdclermin· 
ingouractions. Socrntcs,thefounderofWcstemphilosopby, 
maintnined thatknowlcdgcisvirtue,asifndcarunderst:lnd­
ing of what is good would inevit:~.bly O\"<:rcome all other 
tendencies toao::tionandsolead torightconduet. llsecnun 
truer observation ofhumnnnaturetosaythatoftenwcsec 
thcbe\L<:rbutfollowtheworse. WeshallhowevC'I']eavethe 
psyehologyoftho::moraljudgrmrnttoourfourthehaptcr;for 

~~~~£:;:~~:~~~~~;~~:~~~·~~·~~: ~:·":.hi:h~,.~r;"';~d·o:,:~ 
§7. Tht Frmfom rif the Will 

).fodern psychology, particulnrly in the two schools of 
t>ehaviourismandpsycho·all:ll~<sis,tendstoteao::hthathuman 
activities are Cmircl~· determined by c•·o::ms taking place 
beforehand,justnsph~<sicalsdenceseemstot<:achthatcvems 
in tho:: phpical world are completely detcnnined by nnte­
cedcnt ph}"ical <:vents. It is often held that, such a view 
denicsthefreedomofthewillandleavcsnoplaeefortheseience 
ofethics. ltecrtainlyappearstoleaveverylittlescopefor 
the moralizer. It would be ahmrd to tdl anyone that ho:: 
ought to do a certain action at a particular moment when 

~~~~~~h~~c~~til~~v:~lili~~ym~:n~~:~ i~~!ta!~.!~!r~se :n~; 
justifitationcan th<:n be that hiso::xhortation is a ncwante­
eedenteventsopowo::rfulasto<:auscaehango::inthecour.;eof 
<:vents. Even if "'e accept the view that our actions are 
completely determined by antc:cedo::nt eauscs, it mar b<: 
possibl<: to continue makintt ethical judg~mcnts VC'I'Y much in 
the way that we make judgo::ments about the beauty or ugli· 
ncss,fnaturalscc:neryoraboutthe'goodness'or'badness' 
ofdiff<:rcnt kinds ofr:notor engines. What would seem in· 
appropri:lt<:inthceascofoonductsoinevitablydetenninedby 
prcco::dingcvo::nts would be topraiseorblamc those engaged 
insuch<:onduet. Asamattcroffacttheseicntificstudcntof 
cthio;shasalwaysbccnmDI"<:carefulthancithertheordinary 
manorthemoralizcrinbcstowingpraiseandblame. E•"<:n 
if conduct l.>eeomplctelydctennined, wcc:an stilljudgcoonduct 
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to be good or bad; only our judgements wiU be different 
in nature from what they are commonly thought to be, for 
theywillbcofthesamekindasthejudgementswepasson 
good or bad machines. Ethic:s w;ill be<:ome a different 
acience, butitwillnotbcanimposs>blescicnce. Theargu­
m~t sometimes used that man's will must be free if we are 
tomakeanymoraljudgcmentsatallabouthisconduct,i•not 
valid. All that the determinist view implic:s is that our 
mOT2l judgements ate different from what,m~t people think 
them to be, but this is probably true in anyca.sc,for the 
sc:icatific view of the moral judgement is very different from 
the common view. k; a matter of fact, in common speech 
we still call a man good although \"<: may believe that his 
goodnenislargelyduetoagoodhcrcdityamlagoodup­
bringing. 

There are twovicwsonthecausationofouractio""which 
areobvioll51yfalsc. (a)Thevicwoffatalismholdsthatour 
cboiccsmakenodifferenccwhatcvertoevcntsin the outside 
world. It is a matter of common observation that our choices 
do make diffcrcnCC!I in the outside world. If in an airport I 
choosctoenteranacroplancboundforAmericatheobjeetive 
rcsl,l]twillbediffercntfromwhatitwillbeiflehoosctoentcr 
an ao:roplane bound for Australia. If it is true that our 
actiom arc alwa)'ll detennined by preceding even" it is by 
theseeventsaffeetingourchoicesnotbytheirehangingour 
aetionsandtheirresultsinspiteofourchoices. (b)Theother 
false view is that our actions arc determined dirccG~ and 
entirely by causes outside our own bodies. This is not even 
trueofcausationinthcphysicalworld. Thccffcctsofabomb 
will depend notonlyonthcnaturc:andcxplooivcforceofthe 
bomb but on the materials of which the building is made and 
onthcwayinwhichtheyhavcbttnputtogcthcr. Thesight 
ofthcdoorofthcpublic-houscproducesverydiffcrcntcffects 
inthehabitualdrunkard.andin the temperance rcformcr;it 
'caUJCI' the dnmkard to go in and have a drink, while it 
'anuea' the temperance reformer to pass by on the other side 
withastrongfeelingofrevulsion. When one Indian leader 
8aid r«cntly of another !hat his mind was enslaved by British 
domination, he evidently thought that British domina.lion 
had not had the same effect on his own mind, because his 



The Ps,ycl1olop of Morol Action 49 

own mind had a different constitution from that of lilil 
pol.itieal rival. If there be such a thing as free choice it 
wouldappeartoeonsistinamanbcingabletoeh00$Cwhieh 
ofhisoutsidecircumstanceswilldctcrm.inehisc;onduer. If, 
on the other hand, theaetions of a man are enti.-ely deter­
mined by precedingcvcnts,thesceventJmmtincludeevenUI 
inside the agent as well as outsideevent.;inothcrworci., a 
man'saetionsmustbedeterminedbyhisch.aracteraswellas 
by his circumstances. It must be remembered, however, that 
evenforthcstrongestbelicverinfreewilloutsidecireumstanees 
arestillrelevantforconducr. Thcmanwhoignoresoutsideeir· 
cumstanccsin hisactionssoastoattempttowalkacrossadeep 
river is showing himself to be a madman and not a free man. 

The real point undcrdebateiswhetherouractionsare 
determincdbyinvariableantcccdentssotbatanydiffereru;e 
in our action would ncccssarilyimplysomediffercnce in the 
antecedent events, or whether somewhere in the chain of 
antcccdcntsthereisaneventthatcannotbctracedtoacausc 
or an event the cause of which might have been followed by 
some other effect than that which actually occun. In the 
fonner case a penon with a complete knowledge of the pre­
ceding events would always be able to predict what an agent 
will do on a particular occasion; inthclattercasenosuch 

:;:if. ~~~ti~~t~.:;~:~e:~ti~rn=b~~~ ~ r::~ 
causation holds in the case of human actions just as it does in 
thc~ofphysicalcvents. SirDavidRossexpressesthclaw 
of causation thus: 'For every variation between two cvcna 
theremustbesomcvariationbetweenthcante~entcir­
cumst.anccs, without which the variation between the evenlll 
would not have taken place.'' The latter view is caUcd 
indeterminism, which maintains that a motive to a human 
action or some part of it may come irno existence at the 
momcntofwilling,whichisnotthcneccssaryrcsultofany­
thingthathasbccninexistencc.before. Theonlyrcasonablc 
form of determinism is that whtch holds that our actions are 
directly determined not only by causcsoutsidcourbodies, 
butbycauseswithinthebody,in particularbywhatwehave 
caltcdourcharactcrs. Thisiscalledsclf-detcrminism. 

1 W. D. Ross! Found~liO>IS qf Elhi<s, p. 214. 
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The followins arc the chid arguments in fo~vour ofse\f. 
determinism:' 

~hy~:~E~~~~.r~r;:1~~~1~;*~!~P:frii~I~r~~~ 
been found thc:rc. Or in •implcr word~, science requires th::tt 
events o;an be explained in terms ofprc,·iou•evcnts, and if 
thisisnottrucinthccaseofmindthenthcscicntificstudyof 
mindi• not possible. Modern disco,·crics in ph)"sics, while 
theydonotshowthatthcreisindctcrminismin the physical 
world as they are sometimes allcc,..:d to do, do >how that 
even in the physio;a\ world o;aus:uion is more complicat~d than 
the ordinary man imagines and, to that c>\tcnt, the~· leave 
possibilitics,bothinthcphysiealandm<·ntalworld,ofcausa· 

~~':v ~~~~ the~a:~e~~~r:l~-a~~~a~~~~~~~c~h~Y.;~: ·~IT!1t~ 
In any case the argument by analogy b<:twe~n physical 
causation and mental causation like all other arguments by 
analogyisnotardiablcargumcnt. Morcover,mostdctcr­
minislli would admit that causation in the nu:ntal world is 
vcrydiffercntfromthatinthcphysicalworld. Totakeonc 
ditfercnce as an ellamplc, when several forces arc at work 
together in the physical world, there is a law by which these 
forccsarccombincd,sothatinthcclfcctproduccdeachcausc 
at work plays iiS part. On the othc•· hand, when a number of 
confiicting motives affect the mind, we have no ps'tcho­
logica\lawtotcll uswhatc>\ac\lywill bcthcclfec:tprodu~ed, 
but it appears that by the act ofchoi~c some oft\'oc motives 
~oncerncd lose all power ofprodocing any effect, so that the 
dfcct is the r<::Suh of some of the motives aud not of a com­
bination of th~m all. When I decide 10 study philosophy 
instead of economics my previously strong desire to study 
e<:onomic•sccms now quite inoperative and has almost no 

!ci~~c~11 su~:~~~i:;,~,,"if c~~:t5i~u0~e5~~~~·~~~:'ruu ~~; 
different fomu so that human aclions may be determined by 
antecedent events in a very difl"crcnt way from that in which 

d.:;~i~.~ ~~~~~·;•:t~~l~t.r;,~z';:~{~::~~·~~~~;:;Ct"B~nu in· 
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physical n·cllt• arc dc•crmincd. lndco:tl, the dctcl"mini.:;t 
may go on tosayth•u, when thcordin"-TY man 1.3.lksof'free 
will', he is mcrelyd~scribinga typo: ofo;.ausation where 1he 
causcsat"I"I."Orkarepredominantlyinsidethe3gcntandwhere ~ 
thcageotisconsciousoflhescc.ausc:sat""Orkwithinhimsclf. 
Accordingtothisvicwamanisnotfrcewhenhciscarried 

~~::;:r.~y~";~~~~~~e~11~: ~;ei~ ~~i;i~~~ o!.~;~ e1~i~m:c,':.'is 
determin~d by the inner tcndcndesofhis being as a whole, 
as in the deliberate choice to study philosophy instead of 
economics. Inrcalitybothaetionsarcdctermincd;butthe 

~~.f1~1:~:e d11e~:::~:edac;~i~~\~d!t~';:~~~yb~~~~~~!~: :::an::~~; 
of the agent. 

(b) In thephysicalu-orldweconnectthedetenninationof 

~;~;nts !Y ~~:~~:~ngti:."~=:;:~h :~ a,~~~~l'.: ~~:i~t:~;n:~ 
believe that the weather is determined by antecedent causes 
:~nd that the meteorologist know• these cau•c:s. The fac:t 
that we arc able to tell what is going to happen shows that 
weknowthatthcsefutureeventsan:causallyconnectcdwith 
events th:~t have already taken pb.ce. Now in the case of 
mcntalcvents,whileitisdiffieulttoprcdictwhatapcrsonof 
undcvclopcdeharacterwilldoinanysituation, we can and 
doprcdictwithfairaccuracywhatamanofstable,de\'elopcd 
charactcrwilldo. WesaythMwecandepcnduponsucha 
man"llcting in a certain way in a certain situation. This 
would sugg~st that !he conduct of the man of developed 
ch3racter, to whom we arc ordinarily most rcadytoauri­
bute free will, is more dclcrmincd than the conduct of the 
impulsive child or undeveloped charac1cr. According 
to self-determinism, hisconductisdctcrmincdbylhcinner 
conditionsofhisowncharactcrrathcrthanbyoutside 
c:ircumstancu, and as the inner conditions of character 
change less from time to time than the outside circumstances, 
so the conduct of the man of developed character is more 
predictable. 

(c) Ithasbccnargucdthatifana:ctionoramotivclcading 
to an action has no cause, then the person doing the action 
cannot be regarded as responsible for it. If at a particular 
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moment I can indiffen:ntly do either of two actions, the action 
thatldobasnomoralsignificance,foritisnottheresultof 
anything in my character; the other action might have tai«:n 
place just ;u readily. The action or motive has appeared 
spontaneo.Wyandnothingthatthcagcntcouldhavedone 
would have prevented ita appearance. This view actually 
SU8fC"Ia that it is not self-determinism but indeterminism 
which would deny all possibility of moral re;ponsibility. 
Moralitydemandsthatouractionsshouldissuefromacon­
tinuomcharacterorapermancntsclf. 

Thtfol\owingargumcntshavclM:cn used in favour of in· 
determinism: 

(a) Wcallknowdirectlyaftcrwehavcdoneanactionthat 
we could have acted differently from what we actually have 
done. After having taken a book from my shelf I know that 
lcouldhavetakenanothcrbook. Thisintuitionoffrecdom 
is universal and so deserves serious consideration, but it is 
possible that it may be mistaken. The feeling of remorse 
or regret over past actions also seems to imply the know­
ledgethatwecouldhavcactcddilfcrcntly, buthereagainwe 
may be deceived as to our capacities. People often imagine 
that in other circumstances they could have done things 
which they have failed to do, but the student of human nature 
generally disbelieves them. For e1<ample, a man says con· 
lidcntlythathewouldhavemadeagrcatersucccssofanothcr 
profession than he has made of his own, but those who know 
him best realize that he would have had the same \lock of 
success elsewhere:. Similarly our belief in our freedom of 
choiccmaybeafa\scbelief. 

(b) The argument that without free will morality and moral 
theory would be impossible has already b«n refened to. 
What;, true is that praise and blame, at least in the ordinary 
sense of these words, would not be justified. Our praise would 
become an el<pro:ssion of admiration much in the way that 
we may express our admiration of the beauties of tlaturc. 
Some ~oplc have argued that without freedom of choice 
punishmenteanncvcrbcjustified, but this does not seem to 
be correct. When we allow pain in o~rativc surge~ to cure 
disc:a5t:3 which most ~oplc believe to '?c detemuncd ~ 
J131urnl causes, it docs not seem unreasonable to allow pam 
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~~!~v~ ~e:hc\~re::~g of criminal tendenci.,., even if they 

(c) lthasbeenarguedthattheknowlcdgethatourcon.dut:t 4 
is determined by causes over which we have no control 
provides no inducement for moral effort and so morality 
islikelytosuffcr. Historieallythisdoc:snotse<:mtohave 
been the cas<:. The early Mohamrn.adans, and the Calvinillts 
among Christiaru, whose determinism aliiiDSt approached 
fatalism,wcrcmenofstrongmoralpurposeinpractieallife. 
To regard good conduct as inevitably necessitated by God'i 
deereesmayactuallystrcngthcnthepurposetoeanyoutthat 
conduct,andthcinspiringcffectoftheideathatthiseonduet 
is God's appointed conduct may be stronger than the 
paralysing effect of the idea that man of himself ean do 
nothing. 

(d) It may be argued that determinism gives no hope for 
the futw-c as it admits of no real change in the univcnc, of 
nothing really new. It is possible, however, thatthelawof 
determinism is a law of inevitable progress, and it was in this 
waythatthcdetenninistsofthenineteenthcenturyregardcdit. 

(~) However much we may be able to predict the a<;tions of 
adevelopcdcharacterweeanneverbcquitesureaboutthcm. 
This is not due merely to our la<:k of eomplete knowledge of 
the chara<:ters and cireu=tances of othCT!I, for we would 
deeply resent other people maintainingthatwithsucheom­
pleteknowledgcthey"-'DUld bcablctotdlexactlywhatwe 
ourscN'cs would do. This, in fact, takes us back to ou:r lint 
andstrongcstargumentthatwehaveanintuitionofourown 
freedom. 

Thescargument.sarcnotdccisivcinfavourofeitherself­
determinism or ind~t<'nllinism. If our actioru arc dctu­
mincd byante<::edcntcausesitisaeausationofaverydifl"ercnt 
kind from anything that we know in the physical world. Some 
ofthcfactorsthatmakcitdifl"crcntarc(i)thepreseneeofthc 
a<:tivity of choice, a kind of event that is unknown in the 
physical world, (ii) the presence of the activity of setting 
oncsclftodoanaction,againaltindofeventunknowninthe 
physical world, and (iii) thcfactthatthc thought of what is 
rigbtorourdutymaybt:onecausedetenniningouractions. 
Thoscwhobt:lieveinthefrccdomofthewilldonotdenythat 



ti;~;~~f~f~ii~t~~flJ~~~~~jf~~ 
do so. Professor Droad suggests that the uhlmate propcrUd 

::~~~S~?b~~1~~ ~~~~~i~::o~~~:~:~~;~~~i;~~~~: 
offw: play.' The bdiC\'Cf in free will appears to bald that 
thcultimatcsubstanceufmindisofakindthatallow;arather 
larger free pia~· to its stata; or processes than do most ph)"i_cal 

~t~i:I~§~¥ii~~~1.~~~H;?.~~:;:~~~ 
menial processes, and particularly the process of selling one. 
self to action, arc dctcnnined or not. The point of view of the 
outside obscnoer in P'y<:ho!ogy (as in other sciences) confi~s 

;~:'.,:~a;;;,:;:r7J~~,~~j[.,~~~i;~~ ~;~~·oc~:;v\'~~~s ~~~~· ~~~ 
nature of the case he ncv.,. can observe a ..;If which acts 
causally and yet is not determined in its actions by causes 
which may now be a part of the character or the subject but 

~~~:o•:~~.~~..,~~~~~~~rt;~~~~~~j~~~~~,;~?i:./:?~::~~ 
poim, and in it we do definitely give a m~aning to a cauw.tiun 
by the self as distin~:uished fr<>m the character of the self, 
determined as it is by heredity and environment and of cour5c 

:Zar:C·~~;~;;:t;~~·;~e1 li;em:r"t';:.':t0~i~~:~~~~h~":'~":'h: 
line our character would lend us to take; by an act of "~lling 
the self can decide how far our character sh:lll determine the 
action. Then: docs appear to be something more in the 
determination of our actions !han the \'arious tendencies o£ 

1 Proc. Arisl. Soc.: l111frltrminism, Formalism nml Votltl<, p. 1-14ff. 
•C.A ~mpbcll:lnDifenuofFmll'i/1. 
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ourcha>acto:-rantlthcoutsidecawc:5alfcctingusatthe time 
of the action, even if we hold with the self-determinists thai 
the various tend~ncics ar<: united in a single mind or 5clf, 
which is regarded by them as the •~al dctenninant of our ~ 
actions. This something more may be the free play which 
Pro(C$SOf Broad suggests to be" characteristic of menial 
substane<: or it may be the self which Prof=or Campbell 
regards ;J$ something in some""'-)" separable from the 
character. Self-determinism g(m; very far to explain what 
is commonly known as the freedom oft he will, but i1 docs not 
gofnrcnough,foritdoesnotcxplainthcconsc:iowresistanee 
to the determined tendencies of our ch3ractcr. The rival 
hypoth= cnn,howcvcr,hnrdly bel~gardedastnorethan 

~:~~~;~ t~~Er3~~:2~·~~ ~J~!:~ .. ~~h~~~~ 



Chapter Ill 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF MORALITY 

§t. Uve/.srif'Dtvl/Djnnmt 

We may distinguish betwun three stages in the develop· 
ment of morality; (a) the level <~fiNLinet,in which the conduct 
thatappcarsrightto the agent is the conduct determined by 
his fundamental needs and instincts-the innate tendencies 
described by McDougall; (b) the level of custom, in which 
thcc;onductthatappearsrighttotheagentisconductin 
aecordanccwiththccustomsofthcgrouptowhichhebclongs; 
and (c) the level ofconscichCC, in which the conduct that 
appears right to the agent is that approved by his own in· 
divi.dual judgement of what is right and wrong. We have no 
suffidentgroundstomaintainthatthcdcvc1opmcntfromonc 
stage or level to another is a historical development. The 
mostprimitivesocieticswithwhichwearcacquaintcdatthe 
pTCSCntdayshowapprovalofagrcatdcalofconductthatis 
in accordance with theeustom of the partieularsocietycon· 
cerncd, and th.ercare some matters even in such societies 
wherethcindivi.dualjudgcmentsccmstoprovidethest.!.ndard 
ofrightncss:andwrongncss. Andeveninthcmostadvanccd 
society there will be manife.~tations of the level of instinct. 
When a man 'sees red', for the moment the thing that seems to 
him the only appropriate thing I<~ do is an a<::tofviolcncc 
whi<::hisapproved neitherbythcstandardsofhis group nor 
by his own reflective judgement when he is in a calmer state 
of mind. The most conscientious individual in a modcnt 
society is likely in most matters to follm, the customs of his 
group witbout rcJlection, and only in one or two spc<::ial 
matters to adopt deliberately a new standard of hi~ own, 
diffcrcntfromthatofthoscaro\lndhim. Wearcratherin 
thi9 chapter dlf.'SCribing a logical order in the development of 
the moral judgement, and, in so doing, we nrc in danger of 
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ign,n·ing the many «>mplicatiotu to be found in m•:n's actual 
judgements at the different levels of de~lopmcnt. 

§~. The.Uutlllj!nslinrl 
Twoapparendy«>ntradictorypietureshavebc:cngivenof 

man in his most primitive condition. The French philosopher 
Rousseau held that man was naturally both free and good, 
and that the primitive life ofman,frecfrom thcartilicia\ 
restrictions placed on himiJy thccustomsandinstiturlonsof 
society, was a life ofidyllie peace, harmony, goodwill and 
happiness. On the other hand, the English philosopher 
Hobbeshddthatnaturalmansccksonly'thatwhichplcascth 
himandisdclightfultohimsclf'. Ev"''}'manfeclsbynature 
thathehasarighttoallthings,and,asallarcnaturally 
acquisitiveandfcrocious,theyarcboundtobeinastateof 
war with on~ nnodtcr. The state of nature is intolcmblc-'no 

~!:.~",~'i~~~~:~~ ~~~: :~~~r~~~i~~";:"!~~;r~~;::~t;~;a~ 
fcaranddangerofviolentdcath,andthelifeofman,solitary, 
poor, nasty, brutish and short'.' 

In these pictures of primitive human nature, Rousseau is 
leavingoutccrtainoftheinstinetivctcndcncicswhichmodo:rn 
psychologists have found inhumannature,suchasthcin· 
stincts of pugnacity, •cJf.aS~;crtion and acquisitiveness, while 
Hobbcsislcavingoutothcrsofthcsctendcncics,suchasthe 
grcgariousinstinct,thcparcntalinstinct,whichsoonbceomes 
attacheS to other objects than the actual offspring of its 
owner, and the general innate tendencies to feel sympathy 
with othen, to imitate them and to accept suggestions from 
them. hisinthelifeofthclowcranimalsthatwefindalife 
nearesttothepurclyinstinctiveleve\,andl~mayadmitthat, 
in comparison with the life of a cultured human society, the 
lifcofeventhcmostdcvclopedanimalgroupisnasty, brutish 
and poor. Yet the life of the lower animals is not altogether 

~~;~fd~:~:n~rco;A~~~:~~n'l-o~o':i;~~~~eins,.'!';~:g ~~~~~.,n~~~ 
individuals of the same animal spo:cics. The gregnrious 
instinct,andthcvariousgcncraltcndcneics«>nncetcdwithit, 
arc found in many animal species, and there appears to be a 

'Hobbes;.Ln.t;dl/um,Pt.J,Ch.l3· 
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~~~~~~:~~::~~~!~;:~::~~i~~~~~~:€H:1~~~?~~ 
ofdesircsthatwefindthosepainfulconHictswhichappcarto 

!:'a~t s~:~~; ~~;:·,~:~~~7e,~~to~~;~\:~d a':.T~~~·o,!~:; 
hannonizing of the instincts to be found in primitive man, 
whomayhavchadamystio;.alscnscofunitywithnaturethat 
hasbo:cnlostbothbysavagc:sandcivili2edmcninmodem 
times; this is whatL:vyBrohlcallsthelawofpartieipation. 
There is liule eviden~~ ofsurh a h~rmonizing power in primi­
tive society, although we are probably right in thinking that 
thesavagesknowntousarcthcresultofdegradationanddiffu 
inmany .... -aysfromreallyprimitivcp<'oples. Theeontrolof 
theinstinctsinthctribesweregardasprimitiveisoftenmain­
tained by an elaborate customary morality, reinforced by 
thuatencd punishments from a sup<'matural spherl', or 
tdus,astheyarcoftenealled. 

It is commonly thought that th'i conduct of animals at the 
level of instinct cannot be regarded as right or wrong. It is 
saidtobeneithermoralnnrimmornl butamoral01" non­
moral, conduct to which moral predicates are not really 
applicable at all. There is no motivation by the judgement 
ofwhatisrightorby thesenseofdutyaswe find them in 
human being.. Yet it is reasonable to suppose that in some 
dimwaytheanimalregardstheearryingoutoftheinstinctive 
impubc as the right thing to do. It is in this wayat"iiny rate 
that instinctive impulses app<'ar to human beings. 'The 
impul!eofanirutinctrevealsitselfasanaxiomaticallyobvious 
proposition,a.ssomcthingwhichissodearly"sen.sc"thatany 
idcaofdiscus_<ingits basis iswickedorfoolish.' 1 ltisinthia 
'l<"aythatitseemsobvious to the angry man that he should 
take vengeance on his opponent. From another point of 
view,atthelevelofinstinct,theinf\uenccofouUideeircum• 
stances seems to predominate over the inner nature of the 
animal, and then: is nothing that we can call free choice; 
with sufficient knowledge of the animal's inner nature, and 
of the oul5ide causes affc.:ting it, complete prediction of ill! 

1 Trotter: I"sliru:ll ojlht HmJ in Pt~J&t trnd JY.,r, p. 15 (t . .f.James: 
Prin<ipltso/Psyehotov,Vol.II,p.386). 
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conduct would bcpossillle. Wemayata later stage look 
back on such conduct and label it good or bad; we may 
commend as good the hen's self-sacrifice in defending her 
chickens from a hawk, and we may condemn as bad the tiger's 
rnassacn:ofweakcraninw.ls, llut thesearcligurcsofspe«h, 
borTOwed from a later morality. The conduct of both fowl 
and tiger is simply natural; to slaughter other animals may 
appear to the tigcrasmuchtherightthingtodo(ifthere 
be any such consciousnessinanimab at all), as to sacrifice 
hcrsdfforherchickcRsappo:arstothcmoth<:rhcn. 

Evcnatthclcvdofimtinctthcn:mustbekindsofcollduct 
which an: liked hy members of the same species as the agent, 
for c:<amplc dtose actions which :trc satisf}·ing to the self· 
assertive instinct of the membci'S of the species, and there 
must be other kinds ofco11duct which an: disliked by the 
members oft he spo:des, an<:l which aro\lse i11them the instincts 
ofrcpl.llsionand pugnacity. Westermarckfou11d the origin 
ofmoraldisapprovalinthcviolationofoursclf.fcclingwhich 
ill a common incentive to resentment.' It is certainly 
reasonablctoholdthatprimitivemanrcgardsaslladwhathc 
dislikes. The fact that our moral judgements had their 
origin in our emotions of resentment would not, howewr, 
prove that they an: now simply statcmcms that we fed resell\· 
mcnttotheconductwelabclbad;s\l<:bavic•"IIOuldbeas 
absurd as holding that modem scicRcc deals with magic, 
bccauseithaditsorigininthcalchemyofthcMiddlcAgcs. 
ThcfaCtthatout•moraljudgemcntshadasthcir:tntcccdcnts 
likcsanddislikcswhichvaricdfrompersontopc:rsondocsnnt 
provcthatthcyan:nowlacking:inobjecti•·cvalidity. Wester· 
marck himself n1adc impartiality or disintcrutedncss au 
essential charactcristicofmoralcmotion,•and thi•charac· 
tcri$ticseernstoplayalargcrpartinmornljudgementsas\~ 
now find them than thcprimitivclikingsorrcsentmcntsin 
whichthcsejl.ltlgcmentsrnayhaveoriginatcd . 

..,!~c ~r~o~~c:t~~~ h;~eu~~~~11a ~l!:it\~e ~cJ;.~~~~~~ 
~n ~~:c::;eli~k'ceisth~:li~n:~~~f,~~a~~~ ~o!i:a~~~ym~~ 

1 Wcotcrmarck: Etkiral RdmMI.), pp. 6~-70. 
•Wcotcrmarck:op.cit.,pp.g•-gf 
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needs or to protect himself against his enemies. And some 
ofhisinnatetendeneieslikethegregariousinstinct,thesex 
instinct, imitativeness, suggestibility and s~mpathy already 
imply the existence of other people and his having relations 
with them. It Is both because of his own naturally soda\ 
nature:aawellasforthebc:ttersatisfyingofhisnccdsthata 
man fonns both temporary and pennanent associations with 
his fellow-men. This leads very soon to some fonn of division 
of labour with different people performing the different 
funetionsforwhichtheyarebcstsuited. lnoneverysimple 
form of division of labour we may fmd the man defending the 
home from its enemies, while the woman provides the food. 
In different circumstances the man docs the work of hunting 
while the women gathers the vegetable foods,or,atalater 
stage, the man docs the outdoor work, while the woman, more 
con6nedinherrangcbythenecdoftendingherchildren, 
docs the work inside the home. Later developments in the 
divisionoflabourdemand thcdiffcrentkindsoferaftsmen, 
ouchasthepotterandthcwcaverinlndianvillagelife,and 
such speciali~tion of function is a mark of a developing 
society. (ii) Conduct becomes more rational, as man tends 
touschisintclligencemorcandmorcinsa.tisfyinghisnecds. 
This is se<:n in the making of tools which arc simply intelligent 
contrivanccstoassistinproduetion. ltisscenalsointheuse 
of stratagem in primitive wars; the weaker man by using his 
brain may defend himself su~fully against the stronger. 
Atthisstage,rcasonischieflyusedinthechoiecofm.:...ns,but 
means arc proximate ends, for our mind may be: so occupied 
inscekingthcmeans,thatforthetimebcingitbccomesforus 
anend,andthereeanbenohardandf."lstdistinctionbctwecn 
the choice of proximate ends and of ultimate ends. Even for 
civilized man thedistinetionisofteua vague one, and the 
ends which we set before us as de(jnite goals, like passing 
examinations and making money, arc really only proximate 
ends or means, although weare often vague as to the ends 
towhichthesemcanslcad. 

It has already been sugge~tcd that a society entirely at the 
level of instinct may never have really c:<istcd in the human 
or in the animal world. What we have been de•cribing are 
tendcncics. which must havc bt:en i\1 work at some time or 
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other during the Cilrly stagc:~ of the development of human 
conduct. There must have been the raw material ofinslinc· 
tivctcndencies,includingfromthevcrystartcertainsocialiUng 
tendencies. There must havc been at some stage or other 
fcclingsofplcasun::incertaintypcsof«<nductandofdis­
plcasure in othcn;, feelings which may have spread rapidly in 
a group, becaweofitsmembers'naturaltendenciestosug­
II;CSiibility and sympathy. And at limes developments must 
haveoccurn:d,notcquallyinalldircctionsbutspasmodi<:ally 
anduncvcnly,towardsmorerationalandmorcoociale<~nduct. 
It appears too that, inspiteofmucbemphasison the «<n• 
tinuityofcvolutionmadebyscicntistsatdifferenttimes,at 
one point nature made a leap. While there arc resemblance 
bctwccnanimalconductandsavagcconduct, thcdilferenc;e 
between the two is immense, and there is no evidence of 
intenncdiate links. Th~ most highly cultured chimpanzee: 
falls far short of the most primitivcofn=lsavage:s in the 
abilitytowehisreasonandtoengagcinsocialactivity,and 
in the power to communicate with his fellows that these 
imply. It is likely that healsofallsshort in his power to 
dirc.:thisconduct consciowly. Andathisvery lowest level 
man shows a cap•"ity of judging his own behaviour that does 
notsecmtooccuratallinthcanimalworld. 

§3. ThtLeut:lofCust~m 
At this stage man eonsiden; to be right those forlll5 of 

e<~nd{/ct which arc approv.:d by the standards or customary 
modo:sofbchaviourofthesocialgrouptowhichhcbclongs. 
Atthislevclthebadactionistheactionthatis'notdone',and 
the good action is the action that has been 'always done'. 
Thcimportanccofthislcvclissuggcstcdbytheeff«.tthat 
it ).as had on O\Lr ethical terminology. The word 'morals' 
is derived from the Latin word mom, meaning habits or 
customs, and the name 'ethics' itself comes as a secondary 
derivative of the Greek word (Dot which also meant custom 
or habit. We now distingWsh between customs that are 
actually practised by the majority of a society and custo!D! 
that are approved by the majority, (whether they live up to 
their convictions or not), for we realize that the majority may 
~ee the better and follow the worse. At the level of custom, 



62 An J .. t.oductioll lo Ethics 

however, this cfu.tinetion is n<?t consciously made; what is 
done is what ought to be don~, ;md the ways in which their 
anccstorsactuallylh-cd arc the \\ays :o.pproved by the living 
generation. 

Then: can be little doubt that the basis of cu<tom:uy 
morality is theinninct kno\\n ""the hctil OI"!,'Tcg:lriousin· 
stinct,and thcinnau::tcndcncicsofsymp:o.thy,imitativcness 
and suggestibility which arc closely bound up with this 
instinct. Pcrlmps they should !Jc rcgar<lcd rather as CX• 
pussions or dcvt•lopmcnts of this instinct than as general 
innatetcndencicsinthcwaytheyarcdcscribedbyMcDougall. 
A.s Trottn has pointed out in his book on Tlte /rutinc/s of lire 
HmJ ill PrQtt tmd Wor, impulses that arc derived from the 
herd, because of this herd instinct, come to consciou.sncs. 
wi!ltthcscnscofbcingthcobviousthingtodt>,whichweha\·c 
secnalrcadytobecharaetcri"icofhumanimpulscsdcpcndem 
on instinct. 1 Tltcrc i• however n notcwDTthy difference 
between impulses arising from the herd instinct and those 
arising Crom other instincts. Each other instinct has its own 
specialimpulsc;thesexinstinctimpelsmcn tomateandthc 
flightinstinctimpclsmen to runaway. The herd instinct, 
however, may give to any tendcn<;y to action, to whi"h we arc 
impelled by the group, the feeling that it is the obvious and 
necessary thing to do, and to any opinion the characteristic 
of appearing sclf·cvidcnt to the penon holding it. In this 
waythcmoralopinionsofthegroupcometothcindividual 
as self-evident principles which no reasonable perstn can 
doubt. ltisbecauscofthcircommoninstinctlvcbasisthat 
it is impossible to distinguish sharply the level of custom from 
thelevclofinstinct. ltisjustasmuchapartofhumannaturc 

:~ (~~1 p~~:,~~~w~:;.,~:aa o;.::h:~~r!!i:~u~it'h i~~: 
actionsortofceltcndcraffectiontowardsouroffspring. 

We are here dealing with a level of conduct of which we can 

~nudni'S~q~:~t~;;ac":r.:c:o.~~~-in ;~~~7o~n~~~;i;~~t':f;,~ ~~= 
moucivilizcdsodcticsinalargerplacebcinggivcntothc 
observing of customs and a smaller place being given to in· 
dividual rcRcction on moral matters. It must be admitted, 

'Trottcr:op.cit.,pp.44-.q.8. 
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howel'tr,Tlmt even the most ad••anced ofhumansoc:ietio::sis 
still !argdyatthe level of cwtom, for few people in them reflect 
much on moral maucnanclthcscgenerallyonlyinon,.,or 
twosprcial directions. A striking characteristic of the cus­
tontarykvclisthe!argcplaeegiveninittothctribeorcom­
munityaseontrastedwiththeindi\'idual. Atthisstagethe 
tribeornationisnotmerclyapoHiio;alunitfortheprotcction 
of its members. It isane<:onomicunitgcnerallyproviding 
fornllitSOI"'tnccds,holdingallitspropertyincommon,and 
havingaeertainamountofspeciali~ationordivisionoflahour 
"·ithin the group. his also insomcsc:nsca moral unit for 
3\\Tongdonebyamemberofthetribeisav.TOngforwhich 
thewholetribeishcldrcsponsible,andawrongdonetoa 
mem],.,r of the tribe is a wrong which all its members must 
avengc. Themoraloutl<><>katthislevclisillwtratedinthe 
story nf Adtnn in the Old Testament.• When Achan com­
mined a theft the "hole tribe suffered a defeat, and even 
when the \\TOng that had so caused the defeat was traced 
toAchan,notthethiefalonebuthishouscholdandkinsmen 
were destroyed in order to rcmOI'C the evil from the tribe. 
Thebloodfeudbetweenfamiliesasitstille.l<iSCSontbeNorth­
WcstFronrieroflndiaisanotherexampleofthefamilyor 
tribe being held responsible for the CTime committed by the 
individual. Thegroupisalsoareligiousunit,oftcnunited 
hymystical and supernatural bondstosomedeadancestor, 

:~ "th~~;~c~:~~e~f\~:.n~!::l~~\~1~! jil.';'eth~":h~~a;~~ 
shares. 

Theplacegiventothcsinglegrouportribeinaprimitive 
society at the customaf)' Jc,-cl may be contrasted with the 
man}' groups with which an individual has rclatioru in a 
modern society. The modern man has attachments to various 
groups-to his famii}' (which is a far smaller group than the 
joint-familyortribcofthecustomarylc•·el),tohisbusino:ss, 
tohisclub,tohissehoolorcollege,tohisclturchandtohis 
state. One of the results ofhningsomanyMtachmentsis 
thatnosingleoneofthemcanhavethca\llhorityorscopein 
thclifeoftheindividualthattheprimiti\'Ctribehadforthe 
primitive <nan. The fact, too, that the different groups 

'Joshu•viL 
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to which he belongs make different and ~omclimcs con­
flicting demands on the individual makes the modern man 
realize that he himself tuu to decide what acdon he sllall 
take when sucll a conflict arises. It is difficult for us to put 
ourselves in the position of a man at the level of custom, when 
therewasonegrouponly,akindofenlarged family before 
which the individual seemed utterly powerless :md without 
the support of which the individual would h:l\·r no sort of 
lifctoenjoyatall. 

How did customs or approved ways of acting arise? They 

;:r~y':~~~ea:h~~g~~:~.,dctr~/~t~:f~~~~~0c:!~;~~l;o~r ro~t 
many individuals at the same time, and partly because they 
made a harmonious compromise among those instinctive 
tendencies which were in danger of contlieting with one 

i':di~~~:a~~t~~ t~!t~~m:'u~~~~vit~J:.U~i~e b::~~n 0;1~~~~t 
did not alway> reason clearly about such customs. Some: 
times there wasafallaciouspicccofrcasoning that a certain 
line of action had been harmful in one particular case and 
sommtbeharmfulincvcrycase. Suchfallaciesininductive 
reasoning are still at the base of most of our superstitions· 
for example, people will refuse to travel in green cloth.,; 
becauseofthefateatFioddenoftheSconisharmieswhoare 
alleged to have been so dressed when tlu:y marched to defeat.• 
Modern men often detect such superstitions nnd sharply 
distinguish them from customs the value of which ll~s been 
established by experience, but it is unlikely that primitive 
peoples ever made such a distinction. Fo1· them, unlucky 
conduct was the same as had conduct, and lucky conduct 
was the same as good conduct. Another fact whicl1 weakens 
thcvalueofcustomisthatacustomalwaystcndstoout\ive 
its usefulness. The custom of fighting duels came fl-om <1 time 
when the "duel was the only practicable way in which a 

ti:~g~h~~d~~~~w~~l~:h~:ielsus~~~~~~~; i!;dr;~~ \~~ 
partialilllltilutiomforsccuringjusticc,andthenjwtbeeausc 
it was an old institution it had a special appeal to men of 

'"~~t'i~i'nn~'h .. ~h~~n~~~f~n~~~~~~!;in~ol~·~'l~ :~~~nt~rigin or thil 
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honour. Oldagenotonlykccpsalivecustomswhichareno 
longerl,l5cful;itoftengi•-nthcmanairof•·enerability. 

Thcgrouphasvariouswarsofmaintainingtheobsefvance 
of its customs. (~)There is lint of all the forc:e of public 
opinion. Our naturaltendencics ofs}mp:uhy, imitativeness 
and sugg.,..tilJility make us wish to do what our neighbours 
approve, and nothing is more unpleasant to the ordinary 
manthanthefcelingthatheisregardcdasastrangebeing 

T!~:,e;1~~,: r~~jll~~~geh~~:' i::i~c~~~,.n~~h:h~ :;i:f:~ !~ 
ourncighboursanobviousnessandscJf.cvidencethatbclong 
toopinionsmotivatedbyinstinctandnotbylogiealreason· 
ing. (IJ) A familiar support of the customs of a primitive 
society is the l~hu. If an individual does something that is 
forbidden by custom, supernatural powers will inflict a 
punishment ofilln"", accident, or even death upon him. 
ThispunishmentisoftenattrilJutedtotheactivityofthedead 
ancestors or even the animal ancestor of the tribe so that it 
invc:ststheauthorityofthcgroupwiththatfeelingofreligious 
awe which Ouo has called the 'numinous' state of mind.• 
(c) Thisauthorityisoftensupportedbyandaboratcreligious 
ritual,andritualisamostpowerfulallyofcustomarymorality. 
Rdigiousritualoftcnservcstoworkupthctribetoastatoof 
greatcmotion,andthiscmotionisoftenenlistedontheside 
of what is cu5tomary. This isespeciallytrueoftheritcsof 
ini.<iaJion to manhood where imprc:ssiv': ritual is ~ to 
brmg home to the youth both the authonty of the mbe and 
the importance of observing its customs. A modern example 
isthatofthesolcmnoathadministcredoftenwiththeritual 
cmbcllishmcntofaforeignlanguag<:todoctorsontheirbcing 
<~dmiued to theirprof=ion. Ritual is also used in t.hecon· 
dcmnadon and punishment of offenders against the customs 
of the group, and we lind this still in thedignili(d ritual of 
ourlaw.eouruwhichmanifcststh"ma.jestyofthelaw. There 
arc other uses ufritualwhere itsconncxionwith the main• 
tenanceofeustomismorcindircctbucstilleJfectlve. Wclind 
rilualu5cdon thcgrcatoccasionsoflifc, birth, marriage and 
dcath,anda.tothcrtimesofspecialimportaneesuchllllthe 
sowingandharvestingofcrop.~, thcdeclarationofwarorthe 

1 OW>: 7~< U<a~>ftht Ho(r. Ch. ~ 



66 An lntrodudiDII to Etkirs 

building c.f a new hoiiSe. In thi'St' things the ritu~l of<cn 
indicatesthatthcgroupasawholehasanintercstandstake 
inthelifcoftheindividual,andiupartonsuehoccasionsadds 
to its authority in thccyesoftheindividual. (d) The group 
is generally prepared to usc physic:>! force to compel the 
r«:alcitrantindividual\oobserveiucus\orns. ltischarac­
teristic of C\lstomary morality that it has no hesitation in 
compelling people to be good; this hcsit:><ionand the view 
that peoplc•hould be free to choose the right for thcm­
selvcsbc:Jongtothclcvclofconsdence. 

At the level ofciiStom the great step ha• brcn taken of 
havinge:stabfuhedmoralstandartls,sothatthcindividu:>lno 
longer always d""" simply what is right in his own eyes or 
what appeals to his nat1,1ral instincts. There are defects 
inthesestandards,asweshallseeinthcuex<p:>ragraph, but 
to havel standards with a certain amount of universality is 
'the one thing needful' for morality. AI this level too the 
standards arc supported both by the p\lblic opinion of the 
group and by strong penahicsforthcirviolation. No•·, as 
is sometimes suggested, are <hcscstandards altogether arbi­
trary; they have been proved to a large c~t~nt to he U>cful 
by'thecollcctiveexpcricnecofthegroup. Andthcsestandards 
havethemsclvesasccondaryusefulncssinfurthcringtho.e 
bonds that bind the g<"O\IP together in a unified social life. 
Theobscrvingofcustomstcndotobringoutin the individual 
those tendencies which lead to sociability and benevolence 
ratbcrthanthosewhich:>resclf·asseo·tiv.:andintlividU.:tlistic, 
andtheformcrarcccrtainlythctendcndeswhichcontribule 
most to moral progr~ss. The individual is nlso likely to form 
regular habits~in itself a real motal gain-under the in­
fluence of the estaLlish~d standards of the group in which h~ 
lives. 

Itistructhatatthislcvclthcstandardsthcn\SCIVcshnvc 
VCI)'greatdefccts. Thcrcisgcnerallylittledistinctionmadc 
betwecncustomsba.cdonrcasoningandcxpc:ricnccandthosc 
based on m~re supc:ntitions. Again rules dealing with most 
1rivial matters arc oflen given more importance than rules 
dealing with what we now regard as the most importan1 
atfain of morality. A slight error, like the using of a wrong 
word in a piece of rcligioiiS ritual, may be regarded as more 
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seriousthanaerimeofviolcncc. Wcfindinallcadyeodes 
of[a.w,cvcninthcjcwishlawattributcdtol\loses,acurious 
mixture of petty regulation and ultimate moral principle. 
On the whole, the standards ofcustomarymoraliry a« too 
rigid, making no allowance for individual circumstance, 
and they take linleornoaccountofthemotivesofthedoer 
ofanaetion. Theylcavclittlcroomforindividualfr«dom 
with its possibilities of new and creative form! of goodness, 
andthcfa<:tthatthestandardsaretobcrigidly<:nforccd 
mcansthatthcyc~nnotbcsctvcryhigh. Thislackoffrccdom 
andtherigidsubordin~tiontoalimitcdnumbcroffixedrulcs 
arenotthcbcstconditionsforthedevdopmentofthchighest 
type of character, and there seems to be little at this stage 
to<:ncouragctheunilicationofthevariousdcsircsofthe 
individual,whichischaractcristicofdcvclopedmorality. 

§4. Thtl.eotlrifCo11lcimco 

Atth<:levclofcustomtheauthoriryinthemorallifeis 
outside the individual; hemwtdowhatisapprovcd by his 
group. At the level of conscience the moral authority is 
insidetheindividual;itisaninncrvoicethatdirectshim, 
and now it is what conscience command! that appears the 
obvious and properthingtodo. Thisissomuch the<:a.sc 
that Troller was inclined to maintain that conscience is 
merely a developed form of the moral dictates of the herd 
operating through the herd instinct,• but surely the most 
chara"tteristic exprcssiom of conscience are those where it 
contradicts the commands of the group. It is true that 
consdence often bids a man follow the customs of his 
group, but sometimes it docs not, and at this level the 
deciding fa<:tor is always what the man hinuelf regards as 
right. 

Thcadvancefromthelevelofcustomtakesplaccinchru 
directions. (a) The standards ofmoraliryare now actively 
chosen by the individual after a greater or less amount of 
deliberation; they arc no longer acecpted passively as an 
inevitable part of his life in a group. Even when the in­
dividual docs not himself make an active examination of the 
standards of his group, and doe:s not deliberately choose to 

ITrotJcr;op.cit.,p.40,4t. 
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a~pturr<:jcctthem(andfcwindividuals h.tvcthcability 
and. the energy to engage in such a deliberate examination), 
theindividualstil\feelsthat heeanwhenhechoosc:sdccide 
for himself in moral mailers. (b) There is a new personal 
inten:stinmorality. Atthegrouplcvclthemuralstand;,.rds 
aremoreorlcssuneonsciouslyacceptedaspartofthemoral 
atmO>phereofthesociety to whieh the individual belongs, 
butatthelevelofeonseiencetobegoodisanindividua\ 
matter, and is sometimes actually thought of as bdng for the 
advantage merely of the individual himsclr. We mny indeed 
define individualism as 'the assertion by the individual of 
his own opinions and beliefs, his own independence and 
interests as over against group standards, authority and 
inter.:st'. Historio;ally,thctcndencyfor morality to become 
a more personal mauer has been helped by the coming 
of the highcrrcligiunsandespccially of Christianity with its 
emphasis on the ,·.oluc of the individual soul, whieh, in con­
trast to the transitory nature of all social groups, is destined 
for a personal immortalit)'. (c) While other aspects of human 
,,,clfarebccomcmauersforthevariousinstitutionsandgroups 
ina developed society, pure morality tends to become the 
sphere of the individual alone. There is a tendency, for 
example, to separate the sphcrC!O of ethics and of politics, 
holdingthatpoliticsdcalswith the affairs of the state, and 
that the moral standards which apply to individuals are 
hardly relevant in the political sphere; this is surely an un­
fortunate effect of the tendency to individualism. \'te can 
see the change of outlook in the difference between Greek 
ethics with its view that the good man is primarily the good 
citizcnandthatethicsisasubordinateif.fundamentalpanof 
polities, and modem ethics, which holds that political or 
civiclifeisatlhemostoncsphereamongthemanyinwhich 
a man o;anexprcss his goodness. 

The development from the level of custom to the level of 
comciencemayapp<:artobclargelyduetoh.istorica\accidents. 
WehavcsccnhowthesprcadofChristianityaidcdtha.tin· 
dividualistie outlook which is fundamental to the level of 
conscience. Other historical events, like the breaking up 
of the Greek city states in the fourth century before Chrin, 
and the Rc~nce of the founccnth and fifteenth centuriet 
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with its rich unfolding of individual human capacities were 
powerful aids to such an advance. The movement from 
customarymoralitytoindividualrcfleetivemoraliryi!one, 
however,whichdependsonfundamentaltendenciesofhuman 
natut~whichonlyn::c:eivcanewimpetllllfromsuehhistorical 
events as have been mentioned. In all men there arc two 
opposing tendencies which we mar label the 'hormic' and 
'mnemic' tendencies, the tendency to be always se<:king 
something new and the tendency to cling firmly to the 
old. W. S. Gilbert indic:ued these two tendencies when 
hrwrote: 

'Thateveryboyandeverygal 
That's born into the world ali•·e 

Is either a little Liberal 
OrclsealittlcConservative.'' 

Hemighthavesaidequallytrulythatcachnewchildisboth 
Liberal and Conscrvath~ at the same time; each has the 
tendcncybothtogoforwardtotheunknownandtorcmainin 
thewaysofthcpast. Ther.•nemictcndencybyitsclffavoursthe 
continuanceofthclcvelofcustom,andthehormictendency 
maylcadtonewwa}'Sofconductthatrcfusctobesubordinatcd 
tomoralstandardsatall;thisisthercasonwhymoralistsso 
oftcndistrustthosc, .. ithnewideas. Itisthestrugglebctween 
the two tendencies within the indi,·idual which arousc:s in 
him intil;~idual reflection and so raises him from the level of 
custom">thelcvelofconsciencc. ltmayonlybeinoneor 
twomattersthatthet\'/Otendcnciesconflictinanyindividual, 
butwhenhcdocsfaccthatconflictrclle<:tivclycvcnonasingle 
issue, he ha• pM.<NI frnm th<:lrvdufcustom tothclcvclof 
eonscicncc. Anotherfactorinhumannaturcwhichleadsto 
tlt.isadvancc is the eonflict between the interests of the in­
dividual and the interests of the group as a whole. It is 
characteristic of the customary level of morality that the 
individualhasnootherintcreststhanthoseofhisgroup,and 
solongastheconditionsoflifcarcdifficultanddangcrou3a 
conllict between pc1'11onal interest and theintcrestofthetribe 
isnotlikelytoarisc;theindividualscesthattheverybest 

•W.S.Gilbcrt:loldlllht,Act.ll. 
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thing which he can do for himsclfi$ to subordinate his own 
intcrcststothoscofhisgroup;mdto<lSsist in !he common 

~~~~~:~ h::,~.~~o a;~~~ :h:0~~7:;';~'t~t~~~~~:~~~~~~·:~n1~~ 
emergency of war when individuals again arc prepared to 
ignore their personal inlcrcsts for the s.~kc of the common 
intcrc:stsofthcirsocict)"· Norissuchaconftictlikclytoarisc 
when the members of a group arc almost dl the •~me level of 

~~~~~~~ts":V:~u~::o~f ~~~~~~; c~~;'d~vi~~r r:~,~ i~::~~~~"~"r 
the group. The case is diiTcrcnt, howc\'er, as soon as a 
man ouTShinQ his fellows. The villa.:c pouer in an Indian 
village may continue mcrdy to play his pnrt in Lhc aroup 
economy of the village until he dioeovcL-s 50ffiC procw 
which enables him to excel all oth~r poucn. Theil people 
come from other villages to buy his pots, nnd he will be 
tempted togo and sell for his own personal gain in a ntor<: 
advantag<:o\15 market. For our put·posc the relevant result 
is that he begins to think of his own inter<:st as something 

:r;J.:,:~0~e ~~:n~~~~r::.,.~~n h~~o~~·d ~~f~~i:~~n~= 
tcrests. A time of famine, for example, may rlrive the 
energeticindividua\sawayfromtheareauftheirtrlheto~ck 
their living elsewhere, and when th:s happens, the interests 
ofthcc~tiledindividualarcnolongcrlikclytobeidemical 
witbthoscofthegroup. War,industrialdevclopmentand 
indeed outsideehange of any kind arc likely tooffc. oppor· 
tunities for new leaden, and the new leader is likely to find his 
own interests to be different from th0$e of the trilx: with its 
established chief. Yet it would be wrong to suggest that the 
asscrlion of individual interests is a late dcvr;lopmcnt, for, 
fromthcvcrybeginning,thereisineachindividualaninstinct 
of~lf-asscrtion. Atthelevclofeustomthecxprcssionsofthls 
instinct may be kept in strict control by the customs of the 
tribe,butitisthcreallthctimeandisreadytolindexpression 
whenever opportunity offcn. One of the fir.;t "'"Y" in whidl 
any individual is likely to assert himself is by using his own 
judgement in moral matters and, whenever he docs so, he 
has for the moment at lca.t moved from the level of custOJn 
tothelcvelofconscience. 
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§,:;. A Cotup.,i.io/1 of II« Let</ <ifCusl<lnt ttrnf lh< .U~<l <ifCwudmu 

).!orality to-day in most parts of the wotld is largely a 
maHer of custom with, here and there, individuab rdlccLing ,4 
011 mor"l mailers, and, under theguidnncc of conscience, , 

:·.~!~'~_i"'i/~s ~ccs?c\,.:h~3 f:;~;::" ~~s~h~:n~~~~% ~~~~;"~~~~ 

111.1 
natudard•- ManyofthemoralstandardsthatprevailAtthe 
st:lll]ofcustommusthaveoriginatedinthereHcctionofsome 

~rJJ.:g3~f:~#J.:~1f~:l\i~~~~:~:~:nl?J~~; 
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done' may not be what we would call moral mailers at all. 
Religious t·itual, for eKample, is giv~n an equal importance to 
moralconduct,and,tojudgefromthewaythatthetwoarc 
mixed together in •uch a cod~ as the law of Mosc>, both arc 
regarded in the same way. To be wrong in the one is the 
oamekindofwrongnessastobcwrongintheother. Again, 
no diffcrcne<:scems to have bren made between what we would 
now regard as a moral law and what we would regard as a 
political by-law, like the tule of the road; both must equally 
bcdonebythcmcmbcrsofthctribe. Inmodcrntimcsthe 
confusionbctwecnmoralityandothersphercsismostclearly 
secninthccascofetiquctte. The conventional person, and 
the word conventional implies thatinsomercspcetsheisat 
thelcvc\ofeustom,feelsabrcachinthecodeofthemanners 
ofhisclass,likcwearingaloungesuitatdinnerwhilcallthe 
othergucstsarcindinnerjackets,withthcsamekindofrc­
morse as he would feel if his fellow-guests caught him telling 
a lie. Rcflccth·e morality on the other hand makes the 
distinction very clear between what is morally wrong, and 
whatismerelydisapprovedofonothergrounds,althoughit 
may admit that these other breaches ofeustom may have 
indin:ct moral effects. A h~rctical way of performing a 
rcligiou• rite may, for eMmple, cause social disorder, as when 
Laud's liturgy was used in Edinburgh in 16370 disobedience 
ofthcruleofthcroadmayeauseanaecidentcndangcring 
life; and even a man's appearing at dinner in a loun~ suit 
may hurt the feelinp of his ho>tcss; all these arc mora.: cffe<;tos. 
At the level of conscience, ho,vcver, we sec just what is moral 
about them, and distinguish it from what is mercly<::ustomary, 
andthisisourlirstgreatgain. 

(2) At the level of custom the busin~!l< of thP. individual 
istoobserveandtofollowthehabitsofothers. Atthislcvel 
ilmaycvcnbcadisadvantagetomoralityforhimtoobscrv<: 
too closely and attentively, fortheindividualismorelikcly 
toenterintothcmoral outlookofhisgroup irthe natural 
tendenci"" of sympathy, imitativeness and suggestibility an: 
allowed a free and half-conscious play without the inter­
fcrene<: of deliberate altcntion which may lead to criti~;~~l 
refle(:tion. On the other hand the task of the individual nt· 
the level nfcnnscicne<= is to r<'ficct on the custom1 of his 
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group; these are thcdata.onwhich hiseonseicnceworlcs,for 
even the most original moralist does not begin a new moral 
systemfromthestart;hebcginsbyeriticismofwhatisthere 
already. Inhisrellcction,hcislikclytom.akediscovc:ricsof 
different kinds. (a) He will discover that ctttain eustoms 
which were formerly useful are now no longer so, but may 
cvenbcdetrimentaltothewt:lfareofhissociety. The<;ustom 
may no longer fulfil the purpose that it originally fulfilled. 
For example, the prohibition of the taking of interest in 
Mohammadaneountrieswascertainlya useful rule when all the 
money that was borrowed was borrowed for coruumption by 
theborrowcr,buttheextensionofthatcustomintoindustrial 
communities, where money is chiefly boiTOwcd for purposes of 
production and so performs a useful funetion in society, 
Sttms to be socially harmful and quite outside the original" 
purpose of the rule, (b) He will discover that customs vary 
grcatlyfromoncanothcrintheirimportance, Thepaying 
oftithcsonspiceslikemintandaniseandcumminaccording 
to Jewish custom was recognized by Christ as something 
thatoughttobedone, buthcsawthatitwasadutyoflittle 
importance eompared with others, such as works of judgement, 
mercy and faith.• (") He will discover that certain customs 
are not justified by his own moral intelligen«. The institu· 
tinnofslavcryhadintheearlyninetcenthcc:nturyalong 
tuditionofeustombehindit,andi!Ssupporterseouldpoint 
out that there was not a singlewor<;i against the institution 
assueh~theChristianBiblewhichwasconsideredtoexpres3 
man's highest moral aspirations, and yet to reBcctive men at 
that period the institution was recognized as a bad one and 
one that had tobcgotridof. Atthepresentdaythepaeifist 
opposesthecustomoffightingforthedcfen<;eofone'•country, 
which has certainly a long tradition of moral approval 
behind it; the pacifist ofeouT"Sem.ay be wrong, for the fallible 
individualmaybeledtowrongeonclusionsbyhisrellcctions, 
but whether right or wrong he has taken the matter of lighting 
fromtheJevclofcustomtothelevclofconscience,asthename 
'conscientious objector' given to the pacifist in time of war 
suggcs!S. All such .-.:llectioni,stimulatcd and aided by the 
comparison of the moral code of one's own group with tho:~~e 

'Lukexi.'l-2· 



An lnlmir«lion ID Elhiu 

of other groups. lndeed,travelandwars, which have taken 
men to sec the ways of other civiliuuions, are powerful 
inftucncc:sinarousingmen'smindsfromthelcvdofcustorn 
to that of conscience. 

(3) Atthelevei"Ofcustomthereisnoroomfor progress or 
development. The reformer and the delinquent arc both 
apttobcputinthcsameclas.s;attheprcscntday,forcxamplc, 
botharelikelytobelabelled'Bolsheviks'or'rcvolutionarics' 
by the supporters of conventional morality. The rising to 
thelevc!ofconscienccopcnsthedoorforchange; this change 
ncednotalwaysbcforthebcucr, but at least progrcs~ is now 
possible. Inourncxtscctionweshallsceccrtaindircctionsin 
which prog«s!J ha.s been made in the period known to history. 

(+)At the level of custom the group is satisfied if the in­
dividual outwardly observes its customs. lt is to be remem­
bered, indud, that there arc customs of speaking as well as 
ofdoing,anditisnccessaryto'saytherightthing'aswcllas 
to'dothcrightthing". It is at the customart level that 
heretiQ,whosaythethingthatmust not be said, receive the 
5CVC"ft:St treatment. The customary lev.::l might go so far as 
to dcmlnd a unifonnity of motive, but there is no way of 
testing such a uniformity and so custom can demand only 
uniformiryinoutwardexp~ion. The level ofconscicncc 
onthcothcr,handisonewhercitismaintained that the inner 
springsofaction,themotivcandtheintcntion,areofrnore 
importance than the outward bodily movements or their 
tlftcts. In this direction morality has received o'nuch aid 
from the dcv.::lopmcnt of more personal and spiritual rdigion 
with its belief that 'man lookcth on the outward appearance, 
butthcLordlookethonthehcart'. 

(5) The level of .::ustom t.::nds to maintain morality at 
rather a dead level throughout the community. Painful 
punishments prevent any individual from sinking much 
below that level, but there i• little encouragement and at 
times even •omc danger for the individual who aspires to rise 
much above the average levd of his fellows. For the politician 
who has little .::oncern with anything but the smooth running 
of the state there i• much advantage in the maintenan.::.:: of the 
levelofcustorn. Itavoid•disturbance,itpr.::ventsserious de­
gradation, and it doe not require on the part of th.:: statesman 
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the effort of crcative though!. The level of conscience 
on thco:hcrhandisoncinwhichgreatindividualsaintsare 
likely to appear, butitisalsounfortunntclyoneinwhichthe 
individualwhochooscsthedownw:or<lpathhasliuletokccp 
him from uuer ruin. This is one reason why many who 
thcmsclv~s have risen to the lc•·d of conscience urge the 
necessity of maintaining a customary moralit)" in most matterlt; 
the)'snythattheirconscicnccapprovesthecustomaryst.an· 
dnt·dsoftheirgroup. Theyrcalizethatacustomarymorality 
ismorelikclytokeepthecvil-doc:rfrcmwrongthanthelcad­
jngsofhisownundevclopedorpervcrtcd.corucience. 

(6) In a similar way customary morality cannot adapt 
itself to the spc<:ial needs of each individual. In some 
respcctsthisisagainforiteruW"CSthatthcestablishedrulcs 
ofmoralitycannotbcupsetbythesclf-intercstorprejudice 
of a p.~rtieular individual. Yet it docs prevent what we may 
cnllthc!lneradaptationsofthemorallifc,suchasthcdoingof 
therightthinginparticulardn:umstanccswhichareunique. 
It has been~ characteristicofthemorallybcstmenthatthey 
ha\"e had the insight to do such unique acts. It is said that 
atthecndofthefirstWorldWarintgt8,thesuggrstionwas 
made to the British Prime Minister that his first mo1·e should 
be the sending of some shiploads offoodtoHamburgiD 
vanquished Germany. We may well bclie~-c that the maker 
ofthissuggcstionhadauniqueinsightandthattheaction 
would have been morally right, but the Prime Minister 
probab,y realized that such a thing was 'not done' and'""" 
contrnrytothestandardsofthegroupinsuchein:umstanca. 
Suchan action belongstothclcvclofconscicncewhichc.an 
a]waysbcontheoutlookforncwwaysofbeinggood. 

Such 11 comparison may seem altogether in favour of 
reflective mor~lity at the consciencele\"cl, but it is doubtful 
whethcrsuchmornlitycanexistexceptwithabackgroundof 
customnrymora.lity. Ifthcindividualistoha.veafrccchoice 
inmoralmatters,hemusthavesomcstabilityofmoralba.ck· 
ground,.indsomea.ssurancc that his fellow-citizens will not 
intcrfcreundulywithhi•frcedom. ltislikolythatitisonly 
a well-rstablished mor::l ttadition that can provide such a 
backgt"ound. A11.11rchy dors not provide the best environ· 
mentfortheexerci•eofthcindividualconseiencc. 
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The level of cot!$clen"" itself i4 not without iiS defects :u1d 
dang=. The possibility of an individual choosing the wny 
of evil with none of the rcstra.iniS imposed by customary 
morality bas already been mentioned. Yet even for the man 
whotakcsthcgoodlifcscriouslythcrcarccertaindangcrs. 
The conscientious man may, for example, fall into a kind of 
morbidityorunhcalthyselfo«ntredno:ssinwhichhisattcntion 
ill taken away from the obvious duties demanded of hitn by 
hiscoPliilunitytothequcstioning5ofhisownconsciencc. In 
a:treme "-!eS there may even be a deliberate cult of his own 
pclfoxtionwithaeOIT<!Spondingnegleetofhissoeinldutic;. 
The monk who has chosen to leave the world for the cultiva­
tion of his own•oul U in danger of forgetting that he has 
dutit:Stothc:worldhehasabandoned. It may be thut some 
men give their best service to the world in living the monastic 
lift:, but in such there must be no morbid sclf-ccn\redncss. 
Again,thefactth.atatthislevclthercarcsomanydiffcrent 
spheres of human activity makes it easy for the individual to 
limithiJmoralitytoo;crtain of these spheres, for example to 
his leisun: and family life, while hiJ business is run for the 
purpose of making money with no moral eoruidcration; 
a:cept the very limited honesty that business prudence 
requires. In an cxii'Cmc case a man may find other spheres 
cfactivitysointcrcstingthat he ignores morality altogether. 
The artist may claim that he is so absorbed in his art that for 
him morality simply docs not matter at all. Another danger 
ofthelcvelofconscienceisthatofan.individualgivin'gup tho: 
ob:scrvanc:.::ofamoralrulcwhcnhenolongcrundcrstandsits 
Jlt(aningandU$Cfuln.ess. Around the institution of marriage 
thcrchavegathercdinthecourscofhistoryagrcatnumbcrof 
custoDU. Many or these have ~ccmed to the rcflc<..tivc of om· 
own &eneration to have no significance, and the rct.ult has 
been a tendency to abandon all the rcstr.lints imposed by 
tradition, although a fuller rcftcction would show that the 
doing so bas always had disastrous eff(!(:ts on society. It 
appean as iftbe right attitude to traditional custom is to 
abandon it not when we fail to see its usefulness but only 
when we see that it is definitely harmful. There is a safety 
aud stability about customary morality, even ulthough it 
does not admit of the attainment of such heights of goodness 
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as a morality directed by individual conscicn~c, and dtere 
appears to be a place for both custom and reflection in an 
ideal community. 

§6. Tlu Hislori"'l Dt~~tlopmtnl of Morality 
Asurvcyofroc.ialhistoryasitisknowntousdoesshowthat 

on the whole, in spite of pl:l"iods of sinking into merely 
customary ways, there has actually been a development from 
thelevclofcustominthcdircctionofthclevclofconscienc;c. 
Of course this development has not been continuous; after 
the appearance of a moral leader who, by his insight or 
refl(ction,rcjcctsoncoftheacccptcdrulcsofmorality,tbcrc 
isalongperioclinwhich,aftcrstruggleandmuchapparent 
failurc,thcncwrulebccomcsacc;cptcdasapartofcustornary 
morality. Indeed, thcrcflcctivemoralisthasnotachicvcd 
his purpose until what was for him a mattCT of conscicnc;c 
has become for others a matte•· of custom. He himself, of 
course, has reached the lcvelofcomcicncc when he chooses 
•omcthing different from what is cust<;>mary, but his moral 
gainisonlyconsolidatcdbyitsbecomingamallerofcustQm. 
The st<;>ry of the changed altitude to slavery in Britain QT 
America during the nineteenth century provides a good 
exampleofthi•. Inanidealsocictyitappcarsthatconscicnce 
would always direct the individual to follow the customs of 
the group in ma\lerJ where there is a custom, for an ideal 
society~ would have only the best possible customs. In an 
ideal sOCiety there would, however, certainly be mal\en 
in which there is no custom, so that there would be lin 
opportunity [<;>r originality and creativeness in the moral 
life. 

Hi.storicallythcrehavcbecnccrtainmoralgainsasparlof 
this development from customary to reflective mornlity. 

(a) The moral judgement h:u tcndtd to deal with the innc:r 
causes of ac~ion rather than tht outward conduct. n;,, 
as we have seen, is an essential clement in the development 
fromthelcvc\ofcwtomtothclcvclofconscience. Wcfind 
it historically in the new attitude to the criminal and par. 
ticularly 10 !he young delinquent, where an attempt is now 
madetodiscovcrthcmentalhistorybehindtheerime.orin 
thcuscofconfcssioninthepractic;cofreligion, 
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{b) The area of the moral life has bwn enlarged. In the 
tribal life, moral duties were almo:st all within th~ tribe, nnd 
auchobliga.tionsas therewer<:tothestru.ngcr were religious 
andmagicnlratherthanmoral;itwasprudentto br c;,.,.ful 
in dealing with the unknown. The mon nntionalistically 
mindedto-daywouldadmitthatwc have some duti~• to all 
humanity. E•-cn those who tell us most emphatically not 
to interfere with the customs of primitive peoples dccla•·c 
thatwehaveonemoraldutytosuchpeople,namdythcdmy 
ofleavingthemalone. Agr<:atmanypcople now feel that 
thcyhavesomedQtiestothcanimalworld,atlcasttheoUHga­
tionnottocauscanimab~lcssandunnccc"'arypain,and 
thisJ«ms a moral advance in the last few centuries about 
which then: ean be no doubt. The wilful torturing of 
animal! which until a century ago was among the most 
cammonofEnglishsportshas,cxccptforthe barbarous relics 
offOJ:-huntingandcock-fighting,almostdisappcared. Certain 
movemenu indeed like that agairu;t vivi..,ction go very f;~.r 
iDgivingcqualconsiderntiontoanimalsandmeninthcmatter 
of causing pain. The more humane treatment of animals, 
eveD if in some eases it has been perverted to prefening 
domestic animals to one's fellow-men, is undoubtedly a great 
moral achievement. 

(c) The development to reHcctivc morality has given us the 
knowledge that morality is something that we can try to 
undCI"!Itand,andthestudyofcthir.sbclongstothclcvelof 
eonscicno;c. ln India and China, where customaryc'udes of 
morality have long prevailed, there ha:; been little ethical 
rdleetion. Modem ethics began in those Greek thinkers 
who thcmsclvtspasscd from the level ofeunomto the level 
ofconscience,partieularlySocratesandtheSophists. At the 
reflective level, we rc~Hzc th~t morality is not a law imposed 
on us by an arbitrary creator or hi.. ministering priests; it is 
not even a law imposed upon us by OW" fellow-men. It is a 
law that we ourselves can understand, and choose for our 
guidance bccau"""""'ccthatitiogood sense to do so. The 
great Guek moralisU realized this, but the long moral 
domination of the Roman Catholic Church in the Middle 
Ages made men feel again that the monll law was outside 
them and berond their understanding. In totalitarian 
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~l<lles in our own day there has bc<:n a renewal ofthisim· 
position oft he moral law from outside, although this has often 
Uc:cndi•guiscdbythcsuppositionthatthcmOT:lllawinsome 
waycxpr<:ssesthe'realwill'ofthcpcoplcc:oncemcd. lti• 
true that it is Uc:tter in most o;ases to obsct""l"ll moral eustomll ~ 
that we do not under.;tand if there be no reason for trans­
gressingthem,butthevcryclforttoundcrstandisitselfa 
moral enterprise ofcoruidernble value, and the mearu of 
making the morn! law something that we accept open..f:)"ed 
forounelvesbyourownf~ehoiee. 



Chapcer IV 

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF THE MORAL JUDGEMENT 

§1. Cw>srimu-1/u Subjul of lkt MortJ./ Judgtmtnl 
lnch~occondchapceritwa:;indicatcdthatoncofthcmcmal 

proc.::sses which may lead to accion is a sense of duty, and in 
Che chirdchaptcrchclevel a1 which the individual himself 
judgeswltat is righc or wrong has been called the level of 
coruQcnce. Inchischaptcrwcarcstillmorcorlesscngagcd 
in merdy do:"Scripcive science. We are asking how the ~cnse 
ofdutyorconscienccactually works in the minds of men; 
wearenocdirectlyconcernedwiththevalidityofitsdccisions 
or whether they arc always in accord with the ilormative laws 
ofcchies. Conscience is defined ina standard dictionary as 
'the faclllty or principle which pronounces upon the moral 
quality of one's actions or motives approving the right and 
condemning the wrong'.' Conscience in the popular opinion 
iscertainlyoncfacllltyofthemind, but modern psychologists 
are almosc unanimous in their aguemcnt that the mind works 
asasinglcunity,andsoilisthemindasa whole th!lt iscn­
gagtd in making mota! judgements. The word 'conscience' 
itself with iLS suggestion of knowing ID~Ihtr expressed in the 
lacin pre~x <Ctl and Hs similarity to the wider term 'con· 
sdousnas'initsverydcrivacionsuggcsts that the mind as a 
whole is responsible for moral judgements and involved in 
what "c eall conscience. The English morn\ist, Butler, 
distinguishcdbctwccntwoa.spc:ctsofconscicnce.• (a) There 

!:d:.;~~:,;;, ·~~~~:'.,~ f:t~~t~~"ns ofa~dns~:ti~~· w~:h ~~; 
•pecial aim of discovering their goodness and badness. 

1 $JLifrltrO>fordEntli•hDiti!Onary. 
'Broad: Fi11t Typ.sof Elhitcl nto•y, p.76. 
'Bullor:Dismlalio•ll:OnlhtNaiUTtDfl'irlut, 
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Butler him•clf rcgnrdcd this rtllcction ns largely an int~l­
lcctualmatter;\\chaveinvicwanidea[natureorconstitution 
of man and we judge particular characters and actions in 
reference to that ideal. Conscience alsojudgathat pain is 
appropriate to wrong-doing and happiness to right-doing. 
All thisscemssofartrue, butitshouldalsobeemphasized 
that eonscienccis even more intuitive tllanintclle"ual;it 
sees directly tile rightness and wrongnes-; of actio"" rather 
tllan discovers them by reasoning processe<, and Butler's 
vicwtllatpainisappropriatetowrong-doingandllappin~ 
to right-doing is something that we can only know hy a 
direct insight or intuition. Actually the judgements of 
conscience vary from being the logical eondusioru ofwdl­
thought-out trains of moral reasoning to being dirttt in­
tuitions for which we can offer no I'Casonable explanations. 
As a matter of fact there is a similar variation in human 
judgemcntsinothersphcrcs,ini'Cligionforcxamp!e. Some 
ofourjudgcmentsarethercsultsoftrainsofreasoning;othen; 
arc judgements the truth of which seems •elf-evident although 
inupable of proof. (b) Conscien~;e has also an imperative 
or authoritative upcet.• Butler says that com<:ienee daft 
notmerelygiveargumcnuforoneactionrathcrthananother; 
itdecidesinfavourofoneaetion. Totakeamctaphorfrom 
the law-court! iti• in the place ofthcjudgeandnot of the 
advocate on either side of the o;ase. Butler realized that, 
bccau;;,e of human weaknes~~, the actual ability to ma.ke 
suchlldttisionmaybclackinginanindividualconscienee, 
but the right todosoisalways there. 'You cannot forma 
notion of this faculty corueiente,' wrote Butler, 'without 
mkinginjudgemenl, dir<:ction, superintendency. This is a 
eonstitutivepartoftheidea,thatis,ofthefacultyiuclf:aDd 
topi'Csideandgovern,frorntheveryceonomyandconstitu­
tionofman, belonl!"toit. Hadit!trengthuit has right, 
had it power a. it has manifest authority, it would absolutely 
govern the world.' Of course in actual experience con­
scieneedOCIInotrcquiretogiveanauthoritativedecisionin 
thecaseofcveryactionthatwedo; ourhabiuaresuchth:t.t 
we ean normally engage in actions without calling in eon· 
science to make a decision as to their rightness. (c) Professor 

1 Du1leo: SWPIM> 11, lll: U/ml tlorNatural St~prmrory o[C~"uirll<~-
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~~·ti~: a~~v!f~~~~o:~1it1ha:1tu:~~;c:~~t~:t!3~r"~he;~ 
actions, and in this way, "" we have already pointed out, 
>soneofthemcntalproeessescausing ar.tion.• It may \Je 
that the judgements of consclrnce arc judgements with a 
mong ideo-motor tendency so that they automatlc<~lly tend 
torcalizethemselve.sinactionorintheprevention of action. 
It is here th~tthe 'sense of duty' comes in as a motive to 
action. It may do its work by way of an ideo-motor tendency 
or it mafbc one of our natural human tcnOencics to do what 
!he sense of duty directs, although it is clear that such a 
tendency, ifitc:cists, is often overcome by other tendencies 
ofourna1ure. 

Thrrcareothercharactcristics of conscience. The Gn:ek 
philosopher Socrates noticed that his guardian spirit or 
'dumon' gave negative guidance, Idling him what not to 
do rath<:T than what lo do.' This seems 10 be generally 
characteris1ic of the direct intuitiollll ofconKicnee, even in 
the cas.: of1hose who make no such claim to supernatural 
guidance. We have to re8cet on plans for positive action, 
but 1he prohibition of an action comes mor" or less in­
tuitively;wejustscewilhoutreasonthatitisthewrongthing 
to do. ThU may !imply be one ea.seofthe general truth, that 
weshallsmdylatcrinlhccaseofmorallaws,thatthcnegalive 
is alwaY' more easy 10 c:<press dirce1ly than the positive; 
it is easier to tdl men no1 to sica\ !han to tell them just what 
to do in the practice of positive honesty. Yet eon~dcnce 
UnotconfinedlikeSocrates'dacmontothe nega1iveforwe 
dosomelimeshavcthcposiliveintuitionthataeerlain action 
istheonlyrightonetodo. Wee:o:pressthisinordinarylifc 
by saying: 'Sonlrthing 1mide me told me co do this, :>nd I 
oughttohavedoneil.' 

The feeling of remorse has always been connected with 
cotueience. Cotueienccnolonlyjudgessome action thai we 
have done to be "'ong, but arouses a peeuliar feeling of pain 
that iJ couremely unpleasant. Indeed mora\iscs emph:>size 
the pains of conscience as one of the reasons for avoiding 

I Broad: Fi., TypiSofEthicol Thto•)', p. 76. 

t ·~r:<" Burnet: GruA Philo••P~.l' Th~lrs to Pinto, p. 130. 
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wrong actio<U. Thi~ is ofintcr""t in showing that the affective 
aspect of mind playsit~partinconscience. The reason that 
painful f~-clings of remorse an: more oflen aroused than 
pleasant feelings is not merely man's proneness to do evil. 
It also depends on the fact which we have just noticed that 
corucicnce deals more freely with the negative aspc<:t of 
morality-whatoughtnottobedonc,thanwiththepo"itivc 

as)~~~-;;~;:~~ .. ~~~t~h~~ ~::cienee is infallible and that iu 
judgementsarcfinalsotbatthereisnoappcalfromthc:tn. 
Fromoncpointofviewthi•appcarstobetrue. Hinthcc;ll$C 
ofanindividualactionthcagcntatthcmomcntofactingha:. 
theintuitionthatthcactionisthcwrongonetodo,itcannot 
berightforhimtbcrcandthentodothcaction,evcnahhough 
itmaybcanactionapprovedbyethicalthcory,publicopinion, 
andtheteachingsofrevcaledrcligion. lnthisscnscitcan 
nevcrbcrighttodisobcycomcicncc,anditmaybctructhat 
'an erring conscience is a <;himera', although this i~ hardly 
wha! K..1nt meant by lhesc words.' Religious people may 
holditasapartofthcirn:ligiousfaiththatGodnevcrallows 
a man's conscience to lead him anray. '\'csball bavc to 
considcrlaterthequestionoftheinfallibilityofeonscience. 
What our common observation tells w (and it is witb ordinary 
description that we arc concerned in this se<:tion), is that 
<::onsdcnce often does give decisions which are contrary to 
a<::ccpted moral standards, and even contrary to what con­
scien&itsclfdircctsat a later stage in its owner's mental 
development. Thce:<tr<::mecareofthisisthatofthcfanatic 
who is thoroughlyconscicntiousandobcdienttothcdictatc:s 
ofhisconsckncc, but whoseconseiencelcadshimtoactions 
which are almost univcnally conside-r~ to be wrong. There 
iolittlcdoubtbutthat<::onst:iencecanbceducated,andlha! 
iteanbctrainedbothinindividua[,andingroupstobccome 
morescnsitivetoccrtaincvils. ltwasmentionedinthelasl 
<::hapt<;rrorcxamplc how there hasbo:cn3nincrcascdserni­
tivilyinBritain \ocruchyloanimals. Again,anindi\'idual, 
broughtupinnntn\'ironmentwbcrethcmoderatedrinking 
of intoxieants has been <::ustomary, may so:<: no.,,.;] in the 

1 Kant: Prifart I• lkt M<taf>hJ>irol Eltmml< of Elltirt, Xbll, 
(Abbott,p.3tt]. 
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pracuce, buill growing~xperienccoft!•c dangers ofc_Kccssin 
drirWng and of the ev~ls caused by It may lead him to a 

~t~:enn:;~t~is o~~rf;~: ~l!;,~i:r t~:t~o~r ~~r~ot~~ 
unfonunately, alsoadcadeningoftheconseienceor 'hardcn­
ingofththc:art'whichisakindofnegativccducation. The 
individual who deliberately and repeatedly disobcy5 his 
conscience in a cutain maucr finds the commands of con-
5citncegrowingleso and less clear, and finally they do not 
bother him at all. Psychologyhasnodo~bt that conscience 
varies in its CO!Pmands from time to time in the ca5c of most 
people, and that illljudgemenlll may change under influences 
from outside. An individual may be unfortunate enough to 
have what Ruskin called the 'conscience of an ass',' but 
experience suggests that if the ass cultivates the society of 
sainll, follows !heir Cl<llmplc reftcctively to the best of his 
ability, andk«psputting into practice what his conscience 
dircc:ts, !hen his conscience may develop into the conscience 
ofasaint. 

Ccrtaincommonphr.uc:! sugg:c•t that eonscicnce may be 
•harcd by several individuals or that a group may have a 
common conscience; we say that 'the eonscicnce of the whole 
nation' was aroused by certain revelations. If consdcnce 
is, as we have suggested, inftucnced by outside circumstances, 
thcnitislikclythatindividualsinthesamecnvironmcntand 
subje<:t to the same moral influences, will find their individual 
consciences leading them in the same way, and this c:!..,plains 
such phrases as the'Nonconformist conscience' or 'the con­
scienccoftheBritishpcople'. Such phrases are, however, in 
reality figurative, for conscience is eharaetcristica\ly thC 
faculty of an individual. It ia when an individual differs 
from his society and when he feels that he ought to do some­
thing different from what his group has always done that 
coll'Cienee becomes prominent. The 'coru~ienfious objector' 
i.! the man who resists the accepted eode of his group. To 
usc the term 'conscience' for a generally accepted moral 
principle rather than for the individual act of making a 
judgement implies confusion in language and eoruu:quently 
confusion in thought. 

I Quoted, Macbnzio: M~nuo/ofEthirs, Bk. 11, Ch. 3, Pt. II, §x. 
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§2. TlieoriesofConJ&ienu 
lthasbccnacommonopinionofrcligiontorcgardcon­

scicnccasthcvoiceofGodspeakinginthe•oulofman,and, 
if we accept the reality of supernatural influences on the • 
hum~nmindatall,itisreasonabletobclicvethatconsdence , 
or the human mind in its eapaeityofmakingmoraljudgc· 
mcnts, is particularly susceptible to such influenees. The 
highcrrcligionsatanyrateareallagrcedinresardingGod 
asltavingaspecialinterestinman'smoraljudscmentsand 
moral octions. Yet it is inconceivable that what we ordinarily 
callconscienceisnothingbutthissupernaturalinflucnce. 
Itsjudgcmentsaresooflcnprovcdtobcwronginthclight 
offullerknowlcdge,anditsjudgcmentsarcsooftenobviously 
influenced bycircumstancesandsomctimescven by personal 
prejudices, that to identify conscience with the voii:cofGod 
wouldbcaparticularlyanosantpieceofblasphcmy.' What 
themoralistmayconccdctothethcologianisthatconscience 
can be put under Divine guidance and become increasing!)" 
•usccptible to Divine leading, althoughofcourscamcrely 
descriptivcso;ieno:a.ngivenoproofordisproofofthis. 

An opposing view is that conscience simply provides a 
mirror for custom within the individual mind, so that con­
science mako:s for the individual the same moral judgements 
as custom and law make for the group as a whole. The 
clement of truth in !his view is thai the judgements of our 
conscience arc almost certainly influenced by the cusloms 
andef.iosofoursociety. Butthegencralfalsityoftheview 
is evident from the frequency with which the individual 
consdeneercbelsasainstthccustomsofam.an'ssociety. Our 
whole discussion of the difthcno;c between the level of custom 
andthelcvclofconscienccshowsthattheydonotlcadtothc 
,.,mcactions. Aclcarintcrprc!alionofconscicnccrcprded 
as mirroring custom was that given by W. K. Clifford.• 
Cliffordsuggestcdthatthecono;cplionofthesclfislessdc6nite 
and more wide among primitive peoples, so that when the 
primitive man thinks, "" he does rather vaguely, of his self, 
rel'a~:':~on, echoing St. Grccory Nuianzcn, 1aid: 'Dew est vox 

,,;/ ~~~;:'(~~:11~t"s~~~~/lr ~~~f:sq(;,l:r!i;). Quo1r<l rrom LuloiTr> 
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;·:t;~:~~;;f,~~:~:a~i~~::~1~i:;J~··~;4i:~:~~~~~~ 
:~;~~~r::~; \~~~~~~~if?~~~:rr~:~~cur~:.~~~li~: 
a man h., done something obviously hnrmfulto 1hc con>­
munily. Either some immcdime desire or his individual 
selfho.sforonccprO'.-cds!rongcrthonthclribolsclf. When 
thctribalsclfwakcsup, the man says: "In the mlmC of the 
tribeldonotlikcthethingthatlasanindividualhavcdonc."' 
This self-judgcmem in the name of the tribe is called con­
science. We may doubt if primi1ivc man, who admittedly 
thinksvagucly,iscapableofmaking 1he distinction between 
thetribalsclfandtheindividualsdfthatClifl"ord'sargumcnt 
wouldr«tuirc,bulevcnthcnthevoiceofthe lribalselfcould 
hardly be identified with conscience, for conscience: may 
speakfortheindividualaga.illlltthetribcjus\asoften"sit 
spc:abforthctribeagainsttheindividual. 

ManythinkcrsregardColllleieneesimplynsadireetcapacity 
ofkn<minggood fromevil,akind ofspceinl sense. This 
was the view held by 1he English 'moral sense' school, and 
itislhebo.siscflhosclheoriCJ;ofethicsthalarcincludcd 
under lhc Iitle 'intuitionism'. A moral sense mny be of1w0 
different kinds. It may be a sense which distinguishes 
dirccdythei>adfr<~mthegoodlike thescnscoflastc which 
dislinguisl•csswcetfrom biucr;sucha sense is mor.t•Or less 
im·ariablcandislilllcaiTtttcdbyco:lucation. Orthemoral 
>ensemayl>cascnselikcthatwhicbdistingui.hesthcbeautiful 
fromtheugly;this,too,apparemlygivcsjudgetncnt.sdircctly 
andwithoutinlellccmalrcnection,butactuallyitisacapacity 
that dc,do~ and is modified by ~-ducation, and i1s judge· 
menlS on be analysed and tested by aesthetic standards. 
Our dc.cription of conscience has certainly shown thai, if 
eonscicnccisascnscatall,itisascnseofthesecondkind,onc 
1haton he educated by tcnection ano:l modified by outside 
inAucncn. Thejudgeofouractionsisnotlhc morn\ sense 
of any individual however undeveloped, but 10 use Mac­
kcn~ic's phrase is the 'moral connoisseur',' that is the skilled 

'~[ackenzie: MD.,uo/ D/ Ethits, Dk. I, Ch. 6, §i><. 
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andsympathcticcritic. Thercmayaccordinglybeanappeo.l 
fromthcjudgcmcntofthcunskillcdconscicncetothcjudge­
mcnt of this moral connoisseur. How far such an appe.al 
from the individual conscience should be permitted is a 

qu~~:~o;.,~~~i:I~~~:~C:!r::,0~~;!,iS~[:~~~!~:·;, beuer known 
.asoncofthcfoundcnofthcscicnccofpoliticalcconomy,held 
thatconscicnccisb.ascdonthcp:syc:hologicalfactofsympathy.• 
Hcconsidersthatthccarlicstmoraljudgcmcntsarcmadcnot 
on our own conduct, but on the conduct of others and that 
ourapprovalordisapprovaldepcndsonthcextenttowhich 
wearcahletosympathizewithothenin their conduct, If 

~~~~~:-~~:~;~:~t~~J*:~i~~~i~!~l~1~~~~1 
{';:~u~,:~~e~,tc~:c~h~:.,",~;':~;~~"~-~:~l:" a;;d ~~~;..': 
hisconduct. Smithhasactuallyintroduccdhcrcsomcthing 

~~~~~t~:~E£~:it~~EB~:~:i~~~~Ec~~~~:~~r ~7f~~ 
\)Cell described. Smith went on to point out that we know 
thai otherpeopleappro~-cordisapprove ourconduetju.stu 
we do theirs, andsoforsoc:ial reasons 'we beo;ome anxious 
10 know how far we desetve their censure or applause, and 
whethc-.-.tothcm"-cmustncccssarilyappcartheseagrc.::able 
ordisagrecablccrcatureswhichthe~·representus. Webegin 
uponthisaccounttocxamincourownpa .. ionsandconduet 
1111d to consider how these must appear to them by con­
sidering how they would appcar tousil"in their situation'. 
Smith however admiucd that we may feel the judgements of 
other men to be biased ~tnd prejudiced and so we try to 
imagine how our actions would appear to ~tn 'impartial 
spectator' from whose point of view we make our moral 
judgements. An appeal lies from the opinions of mankind 
'toamuehhighertribunal,tothetribunaloftheirowncon­
scicnces,tothatofthcsupposedimpartialandwell-infonncd 
spectator, to that of the man within the breast, the sreat 

1 Smith: Tht ThtOt)" ~J M"'"' Srnlimml•, C'>!"'<iallr Pr. Ill, Ch. 1 • 
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{~!fo£:::;:!~7;,;ra~: soc:'c~.,~~~c~~~: ~':~·~c:!~~.,~~~~ 
ofconsOcnee. 'The :>ppcal from one's own biased judgements 
to the judgements of one's fellow-men is follow<:d by the 
rceognllion that the judgements of othen are biased :>!so, 

ri;!:t~~~~~~~ :~:~~~~~~::~~t·:!J~rt~~~. 
impartiality. We hat-e already seen that it is very likely 
that moral judgcmeniS had their origin in feelings of liking 
and approval or disliking and disapproval, and Smith ccr· 
tainlywasrightincmphasizingthcplaceofsympathy in tlw 
det'elopment of these feelings into moral judgements. Tlw 
fact that he had to introduce into hi~ theory hmh lh<! in­
tuitive perception of what is lilting and the notion of impar­
tialityshowsthatconscieneeisbasedonlnorcthansympathy. 

TI!caucntionpaidtothccmotionalandconativeaspecL' 
of mind by such psychologists as McDougall and Shand ill 
our ovm day may tempt the moralist to renew the attempt 
madcintheeightecntheenturytoanalyscconscicnccin terms 
of feeling states. It may be suggested that conscience i~ a 
specialiud moral S(:ntimcnt or emotional organization similar 
inpattcmtoothcrscntimcntslikcpatriotismorbeinginlove. 
(Shand,howrm:r,W3llcarcfultomake'respcetforconscienee' 
rather than conscience itself a sentiment.)• Conscience 
eertainly•ha...,withothcrscntimcnts thcpow<.'rofinitillting 
actions. For example, patriotism or a !>CI\Sc ofd;:ty may 
eq~,~ally lead a man to enlist in the army at a time of war. 
ltisworthnoting,withShand,thatasallo\lrsentiment•have 
to do with the regulation ofconduet, all may be judged as 
morally b'O<Id or morally bad. Conseiencc howevet· cannot 
be analy.>ed merely in terms of feelings; that W0\1\d leave out 
thcrdle<:tiveaspe<:tofconscicncc. It is our intellect rather 
than our feelings, our head rather than our heart, which makes 
moral judgements. 

Many moral ins h:>t•e spoken as if there were in O\lr mind~ a 
picture of our true sdf or our ideal sclr, by which we judge o1,1r 
eonductascomingshortofourideal,andthisiswhatwcmeau 

1 Smith:op. cit. Pl. Ill, Ch. ~. 
' Sh.,nd: Formd.rioru •f Clrnmrlrr, p. ~ 7 
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h)' consdcncr. In ordit>ary e><pcricncc "'C often picture to 
nu!"iciVCll whM we should do, either generally or in particular 
circumstances, and our actu:r.l conduct almost alwap fails 
to come up to the pict\lre. The phrase 'ideal self', however, 4 
suggt!liiS that we have in our minds a complete and self­
consistent picture of the man we would like to be; 1he truth 

~t;;.a~.:~~C~ll~~ l~~:·;~j~;'~ ri7:r~ ~?;~n;b:~e~:C a:!,v~;; 
something which may, in the light of fuller knowledge and of 
more virtuous practice, appear later 10 be Vet)' defective. 
It may be that the aspiration towards something a little highn 
1han we arc is a fundamental characteristic of O\lr human 
nature. Bergson, who held that the course of evoludon is 
not mechanical but o;reati,·e, and ro ever pushing onwards to 
_,orne nc\\' manifestation, was pointing to this 511me character­
istic. And one aspect of this creative urge is the presence in 
nur mind at least on some O«<Wons of a consOous r-epresenta­
tion of something a lillie better than we really arc, a picture 
of 'the man to arise in me, That the man that I am may 
cease to be'. It oeems certain that we do sometimes judge 
our nctual character and actions by comparing them with such 
nn ideal self, and our doing so is certain\~· an acth•it~· of 
conscience. 

These various views nlmost all tend to leave out what Butler · 
r:r.llcd the rclkctive ""pe<:t of conscience, and conscience 
certainly implies that we do use some intellectual reAection 
in mo~ mailers. In many cases we think out a right counc 
of action, and only after careful deliberation do.wejudge our 
action to be right. The perwn who commonly usr:s such 
deliberate rcAcction is referred to"" 'corudentious' as if he 
possessed or used conscience to an unusual degree. And this 
brings us back to 1he point from which we started. It is the 
mind at a whole which makes moral judgemcntJ. We 
have mentioned various factOI"!I inAuencing the mind in this 
task, perhaps supernatural guidance, certainly the customs 
and ethos of our society, and the sympathy which is a part 
of our innate mental equipment. The human mind some­
timi'S seeau to work by a direct i11tuition of what is right or 
lilting and then the description of conscience as a moral 
sense is appropriate; snmC1imes it seems In wnrk by a 
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'::dti~: !~•:;,ta:ti~:.~~~~~f.t~!~ttt7a~~a:,~:ti~~~,.:~ 
works by the slow deliberate pr<>«sses of logical reasoning. 
ltappear.;wrongtoconfinc thcnameof'conscicnce' to any 
oncofthc:scactivities;wccanuscitinfactwhencv«wcare 
makingmoraljudgemento. 

§3. Tht N~IIIT< <if the Moral ]11tlgemml 
Y.,'hcnourconscicncctel!susthatanactionisgoodorright, 

what is implied in the statement that we make? A gycnt deal 
of this book is taken up with a logical investigation of the 
implicatioll3 of such judgement!, what is the true meaning 
ofsuchternurugoodandright. In this chapter, however, 
ourqutstionisstilloncofpsychology; when the ordinary 
man makes such judgements what is it that he intends to say, 
rightly or wrongly? And this will serve us in good stead when 
we come to our more logical investigation, for in ethics we 
must trytokccpournotionsas near to those of the ordinary 
1113.n as we u.n. We want to use' our terms .as he uses them, 
onlyofcoursewithmoreaccuracyandconsistency. 

ltisncC(SSary,firstofall,todistinguishwhatissubjectively 
right,thatis,whatappcarstobcrighttothepersonusingthe 
tenn, from what is objectively right, that is right in the light 
of objective morn! standards. There is liulc doubt that the 
ordinary man docs not make this distinction; when he says 
that moderntc drinking is right, what he is really doing is 
saying that, in his own opinion, moderato drinking"is right, 
that is, subjccth~ly right; hut he probably feels that he is 
m.akingastatementthatisobjcctivclytruc,andthatmod«ate 
drinking is right, apart from his own opinion altogethu. 
What makes confusion still easier is that many morali•t.~ hold 
that it i• alwaY' ohjcctivcly right for a man to do what is 
subjectively right to himself, for eumple that it was really 
rightforthelnqui•itortocondcmnhereticstodeath, because 
hehimselfsa.wthatthisand this only was tho right thing to 
do. In the meanwhile we need only note how easy it is to 
confuse the subjectively right and the objcctivdy right, and 
to 1uggo:st thai in common speech w~ are constantly eonfusing 
them. 

There are four implieation• that may be in people's minds 
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when thcr use the tenns 'tight' and 'good' and the other 
ethical t.~rms which were mentioned in the first chapter. 
Thcscm.1ybecalledsummarily(")value, (h)obligatorinrss, 
(e) moral fiuingn~ss, and (d) objective validity. It is not 
likely that all these implicMions arc present in a penon'a 
mind when he uses an ethical tcnn, but one or more of them 
certainly is. Certain tcrrru emphasize one implication more 
thananother;'dutr',forexample,cmphasizesobligatoriness, 
and'right'implicsmorulfillingnessratherthan value. It 
may be that these notiom ate not completely in hannony 
with one another, so that what hMmostvalucncednot be 
what is most obligatory. Tl~~:~carequcstionsforourcthical 
study; what we have now to do is to consider how these im­
plicationsarepn:scntinthemindofanordinarypersonashc 
makes his moral judgements. 

(a) VDiu~. When we make the judgement, 'This action 
isgood',weimplythattheactionl>assomevalueorthatitis 
worth while doing. The same is true, although perhaps in a 
Ins degree, of the judgement, 'This action is right'. It may 
be that the action is worth while in itself apart from its n:sults; 
thi• is what,...., mean often when ""e sa}" that a charactcri.o 
good, and what we mean sometimes when we say a motive 
like gratitude is good. Or it may lx: that an action is worth 
while because it produces results which arc worth while in 
themselves like things of beauty or a state of happiness. Good 
conductisbynomeamtbeonlytltingintheuniverscthatio 
worth\lhilc;moupoopleagrcethatthingslikcthcenjoymcnt 
of beauty or conscious communion with God arc a\5o worth 
while, andsoworthytobccallcdgood. Indeed, it is here 
thatthccthicaluscofgoodagrcesinpartwiththcmanyothcr 
usesof'good'~>hichmayi>c:•tudicdinaxiology. Whcnwc 
wish to make a moral judgement emphasizing this aspect of 
valueordisvaluc,wetcndtouse thctcrms'good'and'ba.d' 
rather than the terms 'right' and 'wrong'. Some people 
think that the tcrm'right'i•uscdtoconnotcwhatproduccs 
good results, but at most thisi•onlyapartofitsmeaning, 
andsomctimcsitdoc:snotsccmtobcarthismeaningatall. 

(b) Ohliga/Dri~m. When we judge n piece of conduct 
morallyweimplythatsomcbodyrmghttodoccrtainactioru. 
Very often !he momljudgcmt•nt comes wi!h the force of an 



,, 
order; that is "hy Kant eall• the moral l/l.w du 'iULJLCtdti,~·. 
and many other ethical writcn have conccivcd. the mot;ol 
standardonthcana]oJYofthclawsofastatc. Asupcrlicial 
inuwpection probably ouggcsts that most people under the 
inftucnee of conscience feel under the sway of a command 
coming from outside, that it is an external God bidding them 
do something or o1,1tsidc •oo:icty bidding them do sonic­
thing. A deeper ~flection will show that the authority i~ 
insomcscNeiJUideofus,thatinsomcoenseitisanobligation 
thatisimpo:scdoratanyrateaccq>tedbythcself. );;vel\ 

~ 1~ :n~:~:=n~~ ~ :n-: ~~~:~n~j~~:~i~~~c~t~~~~~ 
andotherthingswhicharcethicallygood from things that 
a~ good in some otho:r way. How<:.vcr good we may rc15arcl 
the perception of a beautiful object or the cxpcriencing of 
some pleasW"<:, we do not feel the obligation to enjoy them that 
m:fccltodogoodactioru. Beeauseofthis,m.anymoralisls 
holdlhattbisnotionofobligatorinessisthefundamentalnotion 
of ethia. Many people doubt whether we can say that it is 
obligatOI'}' for an~-one to have etttain m~ti,·es like sympathy 
or gr.nitude,for our motives depend hugely un uur given 
mental make·up, and it is still more doubtful whether we can 
saythatitisobligatoryforanyonetoprodueecertainoubide 
raulu, for outside rc:sul\3 generally depend on many factors 
ovcrwllich.,.,..,canhavcn<>c<>nii'Ol. Whatisobligatoryfot·a 
man is his selling himself to de> a certain action. Ir> •. cmpha­
•i.cing thisa.pec;t, we tnd to use the phrases 'we oughl to 
do'wmcthingoritis'ourduty'todosomething. 

(c) Moroll'illingnw. :Many people think that the whole 
mtaning of an ethical judgement like 'This action i~ right' is 
e<>nt~in~dinthenolionsofvalucamlubligatorines.s. Whenwc 
use the term 'right', however, we arc often not laying emphasis 
eithuonthevalueofthcactionoritsrcsulto,oronthcobliga­
tion we feel to perform it. We arc rather implying that the 
action is suitable in some unique ami probably indefinable 
way to the situation in which the doer finds himself, although 
"" m.lY also think that such an action is likely to produce 
results of value and that we h11ve some obligation to do it. 
'fhcriglun~ofanactionlikespcakingthetruthconsistsll<>l 
merely in it! producing good result•, for many people would 
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thinl..it<lillrightil'itproduce<lba<lrcsull;;:m<lit<IOC"<nnt 
consistinitsbl:ingobligatory,forpc:opleholdthatitill 
obligatorybl:causeitisright. ItsrightnessdependsoniiS 
being the morally fitting thing to do in most circumstan=, 
althoughnotinall;itisnotrighttospc:.akthetruthinwriting 
fairytale~. Somcmoralistsholdthatwhilcgoodnessorvalue 
is primarily objective, so that the goodnessofanaetion has 
nothing Lo do with the doer'• attitude to it, rightness is 
primarilr subjective. An action's rightness depends on iu 
moralsuitabilityandthcmcntalattitudeoftheagcntisthc 
dominating factor in determining its suitability; th~ <pirit 

:::e";~~~i~.~~~~~~:: ~:c~ .. '~~~~o~~ i,~:~~~~t rr: :~':::~~~\;ss,:: 
cascthatmentalconditionsmustbctakenintoaoxount,but 
thereisal.oanobjcctivemoralfi.ttingncss. Ao:rtainsitua­
tionseemstocallforaccrtaintypcofaction,apa.rtfromits 
good consequences. There is a moral fittingness in a man 
attempting to save a drowning child, even although his 
inability to swim rno.kes his action usel=. This notion of 
moral fittingness is the chief rival ofobligatoriness as the 
func.lamcntalnntionofcthico. ltisofcounern<><tcommonly 
expressed in the mom] judgement, 'This is right,' and ill 
opposingjudgemcnt,'Thisiswrong.' 

(d) Objtrfin Volitli!)•. As we have already suggested, when 
theordinarymansa)"'thatanactionisgoodorrightheholdi 
thatho;iss:t)•ingsomethingwhichistruc,apartfromhilown 
judgement on the matter. h is or coune possible tltat he is 
mi~takcn in this, :>nd many !henries of ethics hold that all 
Lhat hci•affirmingisth.uhehn~afeclingoflikingorafecling 
nf~ome kind of moral approval towards the action. He holds 
thatbi<ethica\judgementi>oncthatc.\nbecontradictcdby 
:>nopponentandthateitherheorhisopponentis"TOnginrhe 
matter. Thi~ may bl: put in another Mly hy s:tying that the 
ordinary man holds that the decisions ofconso:icnce are 
trucorfalsedeeisioruoin tho:samew:aythat the decision of 
ajurythntnprisoncrontria\isguiltyornotguihyisatrueor 
fal1cdeci1ion. 

It has been common to distinguish between judgements of 
faer,thcdturipliujudgcmentsoftheordinarypositivesciences 
likr botany or chemistry and judgement< of value, the 
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oppruioliu judg~mcnts of th~ normati<"C scicnC<'>. • \\'.He•· i• 
composed ofo~}-gcn and hydrogen' is ajudgcmcn.t of fact. 

~~~~;:~~ii~~:~sr:c:·lr~~;;~E~:~~~~E~~ 
onthtrealna.tureofthcwor]d,whilcjudgcmcmsofvalucarc 

~~=y~~~~~!v~n~%jut~~~dc;n1~;'';~:o'!. th~!~~~~id~~ 
judgrment. Both kinds of judgement are made hy humnn 
rninds,andsobotharesubjeettosubjcctlveinOucnccslike 
ladtofund<:TS!anding,prcjudieeandpt'~nnld~-.:lL·c,«ndfoL· 
tb;, reason boih may sometimes be rc~arded n• •ubjcctivr. 
llislikdythatjudgcmcn<Sof<·alueju<t bccau~ they often 
alfeetthccmotionalsidcofournaturemoredccplyaremore 
alfccu:d by subjective inHu~nces than judgements of fact. 
ltisen1ainlyvnycasytoconfwc the fact of our liking of a 
thing with thcjud~ment that this thing has value of one kind 
or another. Both typn of judgement can, however, be 
cumincd objecth·dy by the standards provided by logic, 
and so dcmons!nued to be true or r.-.Jsc. Another fnetnr 
which add11o the common confusion her~ i< the common view 
ih:Jt a true judgement has 10mc kind of moral superiorily 
overafalscjudgemcnt,lhn!lhcmanwhoholds ~rucjudi!:C­
mcnl1 is, o!her 1hings bdng equal, a better person than !he 
man who holds false judgements. We shall cl!amine lat"r 
!hoselhtoritsofcdticsoflenc.~llcdsubjcc!ive theories which 
consider thai !he ITUlh of moral judgements dcpenc\• ~n !heir 
n:lalions to some person's desires or emo1ions or opinions, 
bullhereisnodoubtthatlheordinarymanregardshismornl 
judgemtnlsasobjrcli<'elyvalid. 

§4. The Objrd of lh< Moral ]udg<mml 
We ha1·e "Tillen $0 far as if our moral judgemems were 

=~~ .. ~~~~~~;~;:. ~;fi~:~~~~rrr.~:~~:i~~;~ ~~~.d gi~~~:: i~s o~; 
fi"tchaptcrbut,,,.amatleroffact,inouro~inarysP':ech 
we make moral judgcmen!S on a great many dofferent kmds 
of objects. We speak of" good moti<"e, good intentions, 
good will, high mN:tl purpose and good character as well as 
ofgoodactiom. Andlherearcmoralimwhohold that the 
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onlrrc~sonforc:'lllingaetionsrightorgoodisthatthcyprotluec 
good r~suhs or good conscqucnces. The development from 
the level of cullom tothelcvdofconsciencehastendcdto 
make moralists attend more to the mental pr~es leading ,till 
to an action th.~n totheaetioni!Selfortoiuoutwardconse· , 
qucnccs. The mD'I"alistfox-Ls that, indoingso,heisgeuing 
ncarertothemoralqualityoftheactionthanifheaucnds 
merely to the outward act, the form of which mn.y be: modified 
byotusidedr<::umstaneesorsucheonsiderationsasthctcehnic.1l 
skilloftheagcntwhicharenotdircetlyrdcvantformoralitr. 

With these considerntions in l'icw, Kant made his famous 
statcmcntthatthcrcisnothingintheworldorevenoutofit 
that can bcealledgoodwilhoutqualificationc:<:ccptagood 
will.• Knowledge which may appear to be good may be 
wed by a traitor in his trca.cheryandsoprovebadinits 
efl'cetsbccauscthctraitorlacksgoodwill. Physicalstrenp:th, 
anothcrapparcntgood,maybc usc:dforbadcnds,andso 
increase the badness of its possessor. By'goodwill'Kant 
<;annothavcmcantamcrede.sircorvaguewishthatmayor 
maynotleadtoaction;thatwouldbeprollablywithoutany 
mor<~[ •·aluc nt all. What he meant was the 6rm dr!;ire and 
fi.~ed purpose to do something goo~!. It is the need of this 
dctcrmincddfortthatisexpresscdintheprovcrb'Thcway 
to hell ispavedwithgood intentions', intention here being 
used not corrcc1ly for a deliberate plan of action but for a 

:'.,~eR~~~a~7:t~~':kr~:; Ka~:.,;"g:f0~·iiit :s11 ~~:tw~\r:; 
whichlcadstogoodaetions,butthisisnotalwaysthecase. 
The act of willing of a charimblc man, which leads him to gi1•e 
almstoabcggar,maybcgenuinel}·good,butifitresultinthe 
bcggar'sdrinkingtoomuchandgcuingrnnovcrbyamotor 
car, the action as a whole can hardly be dc•cribcdasgood. 
Of course here the charitable m.~n's act of willing had the 
dcfcctofalackofadequateknowlcd~ofthehwnanweakncss 
of the recipient of the charity, but ifsuchlackofknowlcdgc 
istopr<:ventusfromcallingapieccofwill;ng'goodwill',it 
would follow that there nct·crcan be such a thingasagood 
will at all. It is safer to describe the good "~II as the will 

sc'c3::t(\{:,'!~~:~~~;~.p,;~(i/'frs of lh< .lf<MJ>h,rti< of Moro/1, Fio~t 
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which n<lrmally tend~ t<l produce good action•, whcthct· the 
action begoodiniuelf<lrgood because of its <:onsequcnccs. 
In attempting to con.6ne_ goodness to the willing process, 
K.antprobablymadea.fa.lseabstntct.ion;itisthewholeaction 
including its mental antecedents, and also its external con­
sequenctSthatisgoodarbad,andnottheabstractproccssot 
willing. 

An even rnoredefinitcattemptto make the proper object 
ofthcmor.tljudgemcnttheinntrspringsofactionwasmade 
l.lyMartineau,whoheldthatouractionsare tohcreg:trdcd 
asgoodnrbadinpropartion to the goodncso or b:tdnesg of 
themotiveswhichlcdtothcm.' Mo1t people would agree 
with Martineau that certain motives are always had; for 
cxample,crueltyisboth badin itself and bad because of the 
kind of actions and consequences which it causes. Other 
motivo like sympathy are always good. And we do in part 
atlea.•tjndgcanactionbyitsmotivc; if we believe that a 
father'spunishmentofhi!ehildisduc to parental love we 
judge it dilfeuntly fr<1m what"" would, if""" believe it to be 
duetoeruelty. Martineautendcdtousetheword motive 
for the emotional state which impels a man to an action 
rathtrthanforthecndoraimwhichinduccs him to carry 
outtheaction,andhceonsidcrcdthatthe.•ccmotionalMatcs 
ran be arranged in an order of value as motives, beginning 
with the sentiment ofrevtrence and the 'primary affection' 
.,f compa11ion as the best, and ending with the 's(;fondary 
pas$ions' ofccnsoriousni:S'l, vindictiveness and suspiciousneSJ 
astheworst. ButsurclythcpositionofamotivcinMartineau's 
list i1 determined in part at least by the object towards wltidt 
the motive i• fch; the fear of God ha~ been reckoned a~ one 
<>ftltehighcsttnotivcshyrcligionspcoplr,closc\yakint<> 
Martineau's highest motive of rc•·crcnec, while the f<::U" of 
painorthcfcarofotherpcoplcarcccrtainlyamongthclower 

~;!~v~,t ~.0:1:(1~:~ ~mt~~:~c~:e ~:;~~~~a~~u~~·~~~~u:~ 
be gubdividcd according to the object~ to which they al"t 
attached, and Martineau ma.keg no systemati<: :t.ttcmpt to do 
this. ltis too a false abstraction, concealing the true value 
nf the whole proci:S'l, to separate the incenGve or emotional 

I ~l:trtinr~ll: Tyj>r~ofEthirnl Thtory, Vnl. I, I>· ~66. 
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~~~~~ iuoi'<'lli"b 1u .. ~liun frum the im..lu~ement or end ~ime<.l 
atinlhcaction. WhatMartineauwasrcallytryingtocla.ssify 
are sentiments, emolionaldispositionsattached to particular 
objcctsandten<.lingtocerlain~·~ofaction. ltisccnainly 
true 1hat somescntimentsarcmorallyiJ\Qrevaluablethan 
o1hcn; thcnaturalloveforonc'span:ntsismorallybettel' 
than what psycho-analysts call the Oedipus complex promo1ing 
tcndcncies to kiD one's father. We may admit too with 
Martineau that reverence towards almost any object io a 
lw:tterattitudcin.aman.thnn.suspiciousnessofeveryobject. 
Thcrcisagooddcal tolw:oaidforthcviewthatmotivcsare 
>Ometimes worth while in themselves; malice is almost 
ccrtaiuly bad in itself apart from its consc:quences, and 
bcnevoleneemaybesimilarlygoodinitsclf. Yettheordinary 
wayofevalualingamotivcistooonsiderthekindofactions 
itproduccs. Mostpcoplethinkofmaliceasbadorofbene­
volcncc as good, because malice JlrOduco bad actions and 
benevolcnc~ produces gootl actions. i\lost moralists would 
makethchighestrnotivcnotrcverencewithMartineaubuta 
senseofduty. J~~:~tasothermotivesareauractionstocertain 
objccts<.>racLiviti~:Sbecauseth<S<:arcuf;occ:rmincharaeter, 
~o the sense of duty is an attraction to certain activitio on 
aecountoflheirbeingright. 

The view that molivc is the object of the moral judgc:mem 
is often opposed by theargumcnt!hatwccannot be praised 

~;o~~~dda~0;.·i~~r ;:~~i~~ti~~:."::.;l~~ ':'~eti:~;;~c'd1a~ 
probablyuntruc~<"l"tionthatmornlitydc~lswithpraiseantl 
bl,un~. Q,·cr and abu\"C this it seems !he case that motives 
rantosomeextentbcproduccdatwill. ltisposslbleforthc 
same man to feel anger or to fed amwe""'m when a practical 
jo~e is played on him, and to a limited extent he can st/ 
kimsdfto:>rouseaparriculartnoti\•ejustasheeanseth.irnsdf 
to do a panicul<~r ~ccion. It may be :.dta.ittcd that our 
<;apacilyfoo·scuingourselvcslo:.rouseaparticubrmoti\'cis 
wore liw.ited than our cap;u:ilyfor choosing an action, but 
itis·stillthere. Inparticularitsccrnspossiblcinfaceofa 
complellsituationtoinhibittosoQ1Ccxtcnttheothertcntl.encics 
toactionthatariseinthemindandtogiveattcntiontowhat 
oursenscoftl.utytl.irc.:ts. Inanyca ... ,itapp-eal"llthatwc:do 
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judge moti\:es as good or had, and that wh~n we judge an 
action, like the giving of alms to a beggar, we do take the 
motive of the giver into a~count; the action would be C.cnd· 
ishlybadifthegiverdoliberatelyw:uouttomake the beggar 
drunk, but,ifhecavein:ospiritofbcnevolcnce, there is at 
\ea.!I!DIIIcthlnggoodabouttheactionasawho\c. 

Thesarnetypcofargumentcanbcuscd ineonsidering the 
view that the moral judgement has intention as its object. 
Wedojudgcintcntiomtobcgoodorba.d nntmerclyinthe 
sense in whlch they aK pa•·ing-stoncs orl the road to hell, 
butinthescnscdcscribedinourscoondchaptcrofbcingthc 
totalplansofactionwhiehamanpurposcstocarryout. The 
Utilitariansrightlycmphasizedthefactthata man isrcspon· 
siblenotonlyforthcmoti•·eordesirewhichinduccs him to 
thcplanofaetion butfora\l that he knows of what need~ to 
bedoneinordcrtocarryouthisdesirc. Thcrevolutiona.-y 
isresponsiblcnotonlyforthcUtopiaorpcrfcctstatewhiehis 
thcaiminspiringhiswholcschcmcofactionbutforthcblood­
shed,thcsulferingandthcoppres=;ion which have to occur 
"-'Sitpsinhisplanofa changed world. Indeed, we 1nust 
gostillfurtherandincludcnotonlythosepartsoftheintention 
which the agent did not him.o;c\f desire but were faced as 
nccasarystepsinhisplanofaction,butthoscthingsa\so 
whi~hcould have been in his mind if he h:od taken the trouble 
to reflect. We hold the driver responsible who, by his 
reckless driving, endangers the lives ofothcrs, altho.ugh the 
driver himself is perfectly confident in his own mind "that he 
is taking no umlcccssal')· risk; we feel that be should know that 
heisbringingothcrsimod:Ulger. Whcnwcaredcnling\\ith 
responsibility, the moral judgement on iutemion is accnrd­
ingly more important than the moral judgcmcm on ntoti~·e, 
for it is the who\~ intended scheme for whieh the <.loer of an 
action is responsible. It is also more important, from the 

ro::'~:i~wr:;~~~~i:.;:'~r~ :,t:;.~:i~~j~.~J~:';~'}oornw~~oh~ 

::~!~~~:~:~£~ii~~t;;-/~~i~n~~~ i~~d~:~::o~X~~~s~~~~ 
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of.mintcmionasgoodlx:causcitnormallyleadstoagood 

:r~~.i~~~.;~~ ;:;~~~~~'i:~v~~~ it~~~~:~~ g~rooN~ ~~; ~~;:= 
thc(l<:rsonwhotcllstaksonothers"ndmaintainsthathedOI'.s 

~~h;~~~.,~~~~~~~~rti,~~~~~~-~~fn:':!b~?;o~~j~"a~~~~;;:;~!~~ 111111 

bad. Thcptoofsofaman',intrmionsarehisactions. ,. 
lnpraeoicallifcprobablythcmostimportantmoraljudge­

mcnt is that on charaeu:r. Th.- parlicular motive or the 
panicul:lrintrmionorclonthcparticularactionmaynot 
really rcprcscm the man's IJ\01.11 outlook and may ne1·n 
repeat itself. \\'h1t1 is important in ordinary life is that we 
shouldknowthccharncu:rorpctmancntmentalcon51itulion 
ofaman,andonlygi•"Ctoasinglcdc:sircortoasinglcaction 
the very small importance itdes~rvcs. In1hisevalua1ionof 
~hara~lcr, moli•·cs arc more imporlant than inten!ions, for 
it is the originnl desire inil.i~ting" plan of action that reveat. 
thtcharaeterofitsdoerratherthanthedetailsitisneecuary 
to think ofincarryingitout,ahbough thcsetoomayhavea 
subordinate place in our judgement of character. Some 
pc:opleindeedholdthateharactcrissimplyacollectivename 
for the scntintcnts or dependal>lc motive-s at work in any 
pe~n. Once again we may hold that a character is worth 
while, or good in itst'lf, or good because it leads to good 
actions. Certainlr\•cjudgeaman'scharacterbyhishabits 
of action. 'Bv their fruits ye shall know them,'' and if a 
charMeerbcar-.consistentlyandhabituallythefruitsofgood 
actions,noonccanimagincthatitisreallybad. 

We come hack 10 our original positionthatlhc moral 
judgement which is mosl important for ethics is 1hc 
moral judgement on voluntary actions, be.:awe the other 
moraljudgemen\Sarelargelyba..:donit. Wejudgea'will', 
a'motive',an'intention',apurpose',ande\'en'acharaetc:r' 
tobcgoodinsofaraseaehofthcsemaybcnormallyo:1:pected 
to produce a good action or good actions. None oflhem 
couldkeepupaclaimtobcregarded;LSgood if in actual 
experience they normally produced bad actions. In speak­
ing of a good action, however, we must be careful not to 
limitthetcrm'action'lothcsimplcbodilymovementofthe 

1 Ma11hcwvii.2o. 
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~~1r;o~~~!l~er~~~~~:!{s~~:~~~~~~:!~~~:d~f:~~~ 
speakingthetruthinmaliceisnotrcally the same action as 
spc:akingthetrnthinlove. Again,itwouldappcarnccc ... ary 
toinchtd.cparcoftheresultsofanaction-atl.,astth.,int.,nded 
partofthen::suh.s-intheaetionitsclf. Tomakeastat.,ment 
slandering ~nother person in a language that we know to be 

=e~;~ !~~~~":,~;,it~: ~~~eern~~~::~v:r::,~.~::~~ 
undentandthelanguagewearc using. In this wa.y, nction 
may to :some extent inelude both motive a.nd ~suit. 1t i< 
worth noting that an action may be good in two way"; it 
maybe good in itself apart from any effects or comcquenc.,s 
(and we have seen that motivn and character" may also have 
<hiskindcfgoodni.'SS);oritm:o.ybcgood bcc:o.W!cit produces 
good consequences. 

The fundamental nature of the judgement on action has 
btcn concealed by the fact that in practical life the other 
kinds of moral judgement arc so gftcn more important. In 

.considering the worth of men for positions of importll.nce or 
for und<rtaking things on our behalf, th.- judgement of 
characte-r is the important judgement, and 1\r consider that 
we have a truer estimate of a man's character if"'" know and 
judge his motives than if we merely know and judge his 

:~~~n:~~:Srb~:~n~o:n~~:a::t'i~n~ctnhe aJ'u~l~~~"J~t~~~~\~~~ 
tention is more important than chc judgement on action. 
No one doubu that the ace of 1laying a fellow-man is bad in 
itulf;butwejlldgctheactionvcrydiffcrcntlywhcl\weknow 
tbt the motive was self-defence from the way that we judge 
it when m know that the mgtivc was jealousy. Again the 
deliberate intention to l;ill one's neighbour n1akcs the killer 
far more blameworthy than if there i• no 'uch inlenlion. 
We do not blame the surgeon who ~ccidcntally kills hi> 
patient if he has taken all reasonable precautions in his in­
tended plan ofactiontoavoid killing him. Although thes.­
judgements on char.actCT, motive and intrntion may be 
practically mnrc important, yet they all depend for theh· 
na\m"t' nn th~ jmlv,tment nn ~<"linn. And this f:o.cl tha.t ~II nm 
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moral ju<lgemenu are based on the judgement em aelion 
itself makes our task much more $lmpk. In the following 
chaptcrsweshallnecdonlyto inquire whatilisinactions 
which mnk~s them good or bad, righ1 or wrong, or subject ~ 
to the other fornu of moral judgement. The meaning of 
goodandbadmotives,goodandbadintcnlions,orgoodand 
bad characters will follow almost directly from the rru:aning 
ofgoodandbadactions. 



Chapt~r V 

TI:IE DEVELOPMENT OF ETHICAL THEORY 

§t. TN HistoryofEthirs 

§I~~~~;~;.f\t~~&~~r~:~~J2f~1 
GrcekperiodthcGrukeity•tateformed 
morallift,andthcmanwhopcrformed 
was regarded""' a good man. In k 

~~~~~~~~?i~~~~§~~~lf~~~~ 
::: ~::~re~o:ne~~~e~~~~h~f~~ff:r~cie:d::~~:~nU:~:~~~ -t'i 
the pttsent day, our ethical thinking is largely dctcuruntk 

~~;Yh:·~:~n:~~~heth;.!;~f ~~~~ft~:.~ ~~"Jc~~~os~ni~ ~~~~~:~,. 
that was taught by the Church of the Middle Age>. 

§,. Grttk Ethics 
The study of ethics is an outcome of th:'-1 devclo.pment ~~: 
~~~ 'i~ e,.~'~:;.~ ~~~~:~ o~~~c~:ni:di~~~"..t':~•:t: 
!:~~i~~~;r~~~~cs~~~~r~o "~i~T~h:g:i~?st~fle~~i~~~/:t all 
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thoroul!:h, islikclytolcadhimtotbcfundament.!iproblcm 
of cthio;s-what it is in an a~tion that mak"' it right or wrong, 4 
or wh3t is the standard or test by which we discriminate 

~~.;,~di~ va~~~~-~" ~~hi~:;h:!:~~~~.c;;o:.,:~~":.,~;:! 
Gr~ in the fifth century before Christ that European cthio 
really began. The Sophisto were a group of teachen, 

!~~~~~~~~!= !Vc~l~~~~~:~~::I:F~t= 
TheSophistslivcdinanagelikcourown,whenthcrcwas 

~:= .:~.~;;,:~~~~~.::~·~~:·r~.~~~~~;:~ ai:!~; 
outlived thctruscfulrn:ss (thcuscofHomcrasa basis for all 
literary education, for example), and partly because there 
occUJTcdatthatpcriodoncofthoscoutburstsoffrcc:domin 
human though! that seem to happen periodically in the 
history of the human race without there being any v~ 
adequate r~s for the":'. The Sop~u raised the _moral 

~~~~n a~~ ~~g ,:ta~~~~l~~ S:,'!t!cof~tJS~=:n~~~ 
vcntion. Thcmorerevoluuonaryamongthcmthoughtthat 
all morality was a ma\lcr of human convenience, and thai 
wcu.llthings~mcrclybccausetheysuitoun.clvcsorthe 
majority of rnankmd. To usc the famous phrnsc of one of 
thcgreatcstofthcSophists:'Manisthcmcasun:ofallthing:s'; 
he dcci::.:sfor himsclfwhatisrighland whatis\\TOng,and 
thcrcisnootherstandard. 

Socrates, who is commonly rcgardcd as the founder of 
Wcstcrnphilosophy,whilehcsltarcdtothcfullthctcndency 
C">fthc Sophists to ask questions about mailers of conduct, was 
Jcssconfidentthanmostofhiscolleagursofhi•abilitytoanswcr 
these questions. Thiltwascspeciallyunfortunatc, because he 
considered that a thorough undersmnding ofthcnatur<: of 
g«><~ncss was a nc«:ssary condition for living a thoroughly 
good life. He cxprascd this view in the maxim 'Virtue;, 
knowledge'. Socrates' own per30nal goodness of character 
s>:CJm to have concealed from him the fact that i~.th~ ~ 
of most men good will or the pu!1105C to do what ts nght IS 
needed ;~long with knowledge of1he nature of goodness to 
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sccun: practical goodness of living. Or it may be that 
Socrates realized tllis, and that his maxin1 was simply his 
way of emphasizing the importance of a knowledge whieh 
most people r~gard as of no importance at all. It is not 
knownwhetherSocrateshimsc:lfevcrmadean e><plieitstatc­
rnentthatmoralityisamatterofnatureand not of custom, 
but this was aliiiOSt certainly his view. He quoted with 
approval the .aying 'Know thyself',' and this suggests that 
he realized that a knowledge of human natuu: is important 
for the good ]if~, or even perhaps that goodness is ni\tural in 
thesenseofbeingbascdonhumannature. 

The t.,.,1> great followers of Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, 
pursued systematically that knowledge of ethical mattel'l! 
which Sacra us had eonsid&cd to be essential for virtue. For 
Plato this knowledge was a metaphysical knowledge, cb.ieRy 
the understanding that the real world is not the world which 
is perceived by our senses, but a world of realities, which 
Platoo;alled'ideas',andwhiehareperfect types correspond­
ing to those things that exist in imperfect forms in the world 
that is known to us through perception. The most funda­
mental of th=e realities is the 'idea of the good', and whatever 
doc this implies it certainly means that goodness i• natural 
in the sense that it is the most fundamental fact about the 
universe. Aristotle accepted in g~neral the ethical position 
ofSol;ratesandPlato,althoughtherewasamarkeddifferenee 
in his philosophical outlook, for temperamentally he was more 
interc:stedintheeoneretedetailsofthemorallife th.:>,, in the 
abstract underlying principles, and we have in his Ethi's not 
a descriptit>n of an id~al community a.s we have in the &public 
ofPlato,butanana\ysisofthcmorallifcasitwasfoundinthc 
Gn:ck city states of his own day. Aristotle too, however, 
fuUyrealizedtheimportanceofethical knowledge. 

It is perhaps an indic;ation of the greatness of Socratell, 
Plato and Afistotl~ that, while most later schools of ethics 
have claimed them as among their founders, they cannot be 
labelled with the name of nny particular ethical school. 
What they taught was the need and the importance of under­
standing the nature of goodness and, although they did not 
put it in this way, the truth that goodnc..s belongs to the nature 

':\nributtdtoChilon, Thai.,., and Apollo (by Cicero). 
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ofthings. To\lndcrstandgoodncsstncansto\lndcrstandthe 
naturcofth.c unlvcrscasawh.olc,andparticularlythatpan 
ofitwecallhumannat\lrc. · 

There were two groups contemporary with Plato and 
Aristotleinwhichoneofthcf\lndamentalcleavagcsbetween 
later ethical schoob is already fo\lnd. The Cyrcnaio;s held 
eKplicidythatagoodactionisonewhichgivcsplea.s~, 
andthisisthcvicwcalledhcdonismwhichhaspcrsis~dasone 
of the great ethical theories until our own day. The Cynics, 
on the other hand, held that thegoodlifcconsis~din being 
indcpcndentnfhumandesircl:mdthcirsatisfaction,sothat 
for them pleasure had no connex.ion with goodness. In 
later Greek tho\lght, the Cyrcnaics were followed by the 
Epicureans, who had a more developed theory of pleasure 
being the one good at which men ought to aim, while the 
Cynics were followed by the Stoics, whofo\lnd the good life 
inthcavoidanceoffeclingandtherationalpursuitofduty. 
ThcStoic•taughtcxplicitlythatgoodnessisnatural,forthe 
lawsofmoralityarcthelawsofnature,perfectlyrationaland 
>O comprehensible to human reason. As the desire for pleasure 
was of all things the most likely to lead men mvay from 
t·ationalliving,thiswastobcaltogctheravoided. lnthcir 
cmphasisonrationalknowledgc,theStoicswcretruedisciplCI 
nf Socratco. We have in the Epicureans and the Stoig two 
ways of looking at rhemorallife. ThcEpicureallllheldthat 
good things arc those rhatsatisfyourhuman desire~, and 
partidAarly the desire for pleasure; this is the fundamental 
view of the ntoralists called Urilitarians in modern timet. 
TheStoicshddthatagoodactionisanactiondnneinaccord­
ance with some principle known to reason; thilr is the view 
of Kant and the many moralists influenced by him in modem 
lima. 

§3. MetlieD4lEtltics 
The spread of Christianity in Europe meant that a new 

emphasiswasgivcntotheindividual. Thishelpcdtochange 
the Greek outlook which had identified the good man with 
thegoodcirilen:mdhadn:gardedcthicsasapartofpoliti.:!. 
It also meant that more attention was given to the inner 
~Spt'ct of mnrnlity; it was a man'5 inner motive:~ that 
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ind.iea~ his ~rl.lC spiritl.lal state and. fitted him fo1· the life of 
beaven, which was the aspiration of every good. man. Yet, 
on the whole, the Middle As= did not cnCOl.ltagc moral 
speculation and the consequent development of ethical 
theory. The standard of right and wrong had been given 
finallybcyonddisputcin the revelation of God's lr.win the 
Biblca.sitwa.sinterpretcdbythcChur<;h,andtorniscdoubts 
ortoa.skqucstionswasdangerousheresyifnotimpiol.lsblas­
phemy which the Church had the power to punish with a 
becoming severity. Allthatwasleft for ethics to do wus to 
dcd.uccfromtheprinciplcsandillustrations provided by the 
Bible and the Chur<:h the particular applications of these to 
ind.ividualeasi:'S,and.sowefindintheMiddleAgestheteru::h­
ingofcasuistry or applied ethics taking a very large place. 
The degradation of casuimy, which has given the word its 
modemevilsuggcstion,bclongstoas\ightlylatcrperiod. 

§f- Modem Ethiu 
lnthcfifteenthandsixtecnthcenturies,theChurchlostthc 

authority which it had held over the larger part of Europe 
for nearly a thousand yean. One cause of this W:J.S an out­
bunt of individualism, emphasizing human freedom and 
human accomplishment, which was larj!ely brol.lght :tbout 
by a revival of Gr<:ck learning with its evidence of what man 
o;ould accomplish apart from the Christian revelation; 
anothercausewa.sthcdivisionandconsequcntwcakcningof 
authorityofthcChurehitsclf. Whatcvcrthecauscsrr:::yha\'e 
been, and they were by no means as simple ns our statement 
has suggested, individual men were no longer willing to 
accept the decision of the priest '" th~ final word in moral 
1113-llcrs. Manyinrcligiouscirclcstriedtofindinthewords 
ofthcBlbleitsclfthemoralal.lthoritythathadformerlybcen 
given to priest and Church, and for Protestantism the final 
moral ~tandard was the tea<:hing of the Bible with a great 
dealoflibcrtyofindividualinterpretation. Morercftecti\·e 
people, however, felt impelled tolookforastandardofright 
and"·rongthatwasimclligibleanda~ecptable to their reason, 
and these are th~ standards which we will have to examine 
critically in the follmving chapten. The various views may 
be classified. !IS follows: 
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(a) .SomcthinkersmaintaincdthatthediiTer.:neel>etwecn 
rightandwrongwasmerclysubjective,dcpendinguponthe 
attitude of 1he individual making 1he moral judgement. 
For example, what a man likes is regarded by him as right; 
wh;u he dislikes is regarded by him ao wrong. We may 
include in this group all who maintain that the difference 
between right and wrong is merely a human convention. 
This had been the view of the more extreme Sophists in 
ancient Guece, and it becAme the view of all the man: 
sccplicalamongmodernthinkers. 

(b) Some thinkers maintained that the diffcr.:nce between 
right and wrong was known by direct insight or intuitively, 
andthemoreextremeofthemhcldthat!hisisallthatcan 
be said about it. A moderate intuitionism was maintained 
bothbythcmoralscnsesehoolofShaftesburyandHutcheson 
andbytheScouish'common-sense'schoolledbyReidinthe 
dghteentheentury. 

(c) Some thinkers mainrained that the difference between 
right and wrong is based on rome law, but there were many 
differentviewsofthenatureofthatlaw. TheGreekStoics 
hadsuggestedthatthemorallawwasbothalawofnatun: 
:~mlalawofreason,andthisviewwasheldbythegreatc:st 
Christian philosopher of the Middle Ages, St. Thomas Aquinas. 
In the cigbtcenthecnturywe find tWOKhoolsofthougbta.s 
to the laws underlying morality. For the one school the 

~or:a~;v ~:c~~7o;fc~¥':~~i~~~J:n~0 ~u~i::a~c~:: ~!~~: 
moralist of this school, but similar views were held by Adam 
Smith :~nd Hume. All of these attempted to analyse con.· 
seieno;corthemoralsensepsyehologieallyandsotodiscover 
thebasisofmorality. Thcother•ehoolcmphasizcdtheview 
that the moral law is a law of reason. We lind this view in 
the Cambridge PlatonUts, Clarke and Wollaston, among 
English philosophers, and in Kant, tile German philosoph.,.., 
Through Kant, dlio view h.u been developed in the modern 
idealism of Hegel and hU followen, who maintain that tho: 
mornllawisalawoflogieandconscquentlyalawofnature, 
for it U their metaphysical view that the structure of the 
univene is logical throughout. 

(d) Some thinken maintained that the difference between 
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right and wrong depends on the rcs\llt of O\IT acoion~, and 
pa.niclllarly on their power of satisfying our desires and 
ca.Wngpleas\ln:loo\U'Selvc.sand others. We have seen this 
view in the Greek sthools of the Cyrcnaics and Epicureans, 
and in the modern period it has been maintained l>y the 
great school of English Utilitarians, including John Stuart 
Mill and Sidgwick. 

AllthtsetypdOfcthicalthcoryh;ovcbcenl'lffcctedby 
•ariousinfluencesin the course of their development. In 
thedghteenthcenturythcassociationistpsychologyprcvalcnt 
among English phil<>~Ophcrs undoubtedly led such moralist~ 
as Butler, Humc and Smith to study ethics by o.ttempting to 
analyse o;orucience into its clements. In the nineteenth 
c;cntury,thestudyofevolutioninbiologyaffectcdmorethan 
onetypcofethicaltheory,aswcllastryingtoofferapurcly 
evolutionary e!tplanation of the nat\lrt of good and bad. 
The theory that pleasure is the moral standard was developed 
on evolutionary lint$ by Herbert Spencer; the theory ol 
idealism was developed on evolutionary lines by Hegel in 
Gcnnany and T. H. Green in England; and the theory 
that morality merely depends on human likes and di•likc" 
hasbeendevelopedinthcmoderntheoryofcthicalt·clativit}' 
by Wcstermarck, who takcs full advantage oft he evolutiomtr}· 
study of the development of the sentimcn!s. Another in­
ftuenccwhichhasstronglyaffectcdcthicalstudyinourown 
dayhasbeentheanalogyofmoralgoodnesswithothc,rforms 
of value. The moral sense school of the c:ighteenth"tcntury 
madcarathersimplcanalogybetwccngoodnes.:o>ncl beauty, 
butthedevdopmcntofcconomicsandthcstudyofthenatur~ 
of arl have led men to examine moe<: closely the nature of 
value,andther<:isatendcncytotrytodiscovcrthcnaturcof 
goodno:ssbysccingitsplaceinthcschcmeofv<>lucs. To-day, 
undcrtheinflucnccofBcrgsonandothcrs,thecrcative:o>spcct 
ofarWticactivityissuggcstingasimilarcrcativcncs.• in the 
doingofgoodaetions. 

§5. CUusifi,alion of TluorUr of t/11 Morol Standard 
It is po!l!lible to ammge moral thewit:~ in many different 

ways,somc:ofthemrosimilarastolcadcasilytoconfusion. 
Therei•fintofallthl'diffcr<:ncc l>l'twr•·nnbso/r~frand rrlalir'< 
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<·<llics. Absolute Nhi"" holds that there is one univcnal 
and ctcn.a\ moral code which applies equall}' to all =n of 
allages,andthatchangingcircum.stancesorchangingopinions 
make nodiffereneewhatsoc:vcrto thisabsolutemoraleode. 
Relativcorrclativisticethiaholdsthat the moralsundard 
varies with different circumstanccs, so that it may be r~ght 
for an Arab nomad, but wrong for an English city-dwclier, to 
haw= four wives at the same time. It is possible to believe 
inabsolutestandal"<lsofcthicsan<iyettoholdthatthcpar­
ticul~rapplicationsofthcscsl.andardsarerdative tocircum-

:~:~~7; !~a~::~;~,.~~~~~~nt,h~~~~~~: b~1~g:~~~na t~t~ko~~~~ 
ismornllyboundtostatcbothsidesofthccaseashcknows 
thcmtobetruconadebatablcpointofthcory,whilealawycr 
plcadingacasei3onlybound to state those true facts which 
willfavourhisownc\icnt. 

Closclyakintothcdistinctionbctwccnabsolutcandrdativc 
ethics is the distinction between objtdillll and st<bjt~lir>< cthits. 
Indeed, we may say that subjective or subjectivist ethic; is 
that fonn of relative ethits which holds that the circumstances 
which cau.oe variability in the moral judgement are always 
the mental states of a particular penon. The most familiar 
examplcofsubje<:tivccthicsisthcvicwthatallthatlmeanby 
calling an action good is that I myself like it. There may be 
formsofrclativeethicsthatarcnotsuhje<:tive,forcxa.mplc, 

~~Y:~fl d~;:':tsh:l~sc~~~~~~ ~:~?t:ns0rw:Jdgb:'o~ 
je<:tive but relative. All absolute standards in ethics arc of 
eoursence=arilyobjcctivc. 

Another distinction is that made between IIOiura/islic and 
non-nal~ra/i.sti:thcoriesofcthlcs. Nat~JN~liomanalyscsethical 
coneepuintennsofthcordinarydesc:riptivescienccs,and 
by far the commonat fonn or naturalism analyses ethical 
concepts in tennsofpsychology. A naturalistic theory may 
be9ubjectiveiftheanalysisissuchthatthenatureofrightor 
good will vary with the attitude ofsomcpcT"Son, for example the 
view that 'Thi3 action i1 right' merely means 'I I~ this 
action'. A naturalistic theory is, howcv<T, obje<:tive when 
the standard does not change wit]t the changing attitude of 
any penon, for example the ordinary hedoni!lic vi~w that 
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lhctightactioniso~whiehcr~uscsmorcplca•urclhanany 
othcrpossibleaetion. Inbothlhesccx.amplcsthcnotionof 
'tight' is analysed in terms of psychology, in the first case 
intennsofliking,andinthesco;ondeascintermsofcausing 
pleasure, so both are naturalistic theories. But in the first 
easeitwouldb:possiblefortheactiontob:rightforA,ifA 
liked it, and at the same time wrongJor B, if B disliked it, so 
thethcoryi•subjcetive. Intheseo;ondcase,iftheactioo\ 
docs actually cause the maximum possible pleasure to all 
con<;C:I'llo:d, it must be equally tight for cvcrybodr, so the 
lheoryisobjcctivc. IfthemoralstandardissubjN:tivc,thcn 
there can benouniversalmoralstanclards, and ethi.,;would 
becometoagrea.textentapartofthedcseriptivc science of 
psychology. 

Thtoricsofethlc::sma.yb:dividcdagainintoallilud•thcories 
inwhichcthicaltermsaredcfincdbythcallilrukofsomcbeing 
or other and constqumctlhcoties, in which ethical terms <Ire 
dcfincdb)orefcrcnce to the o;orucqucnces of actions. The 
theorywhichdcfiMSarightactionasoncthnttheagentlikcs 
isanauitudetheory;hcdonismwhichdelinesaright<~ctio>n 
intermsofitsplcasantconsequcncesisaconscqul"neethcoq·. 
Attitudetheorieshoweverneed not always be subjective, or 
evcnnnturalistie. The theory that a right action is one that 
lhe majority of mankind likes would be objective but natural· 
iJtic;thctheorythatarightaetionisoncthatiscommanded 
by God would be an attitude theory, but hardly mu.uralistic 
in the ordinary sense of naturalism. Attitude thcC:~;cs and 
consequence thecrits hardly include all theories of ethic~; tho: 
\'icw that the moral law iJ a law of nature is neither an 
attitudcnoraconscqucncctheory,unlcsswepcrsonifynaturc, 
anditi5surelypossiblctothinkthatthcrightnessofanaction 
is affcdcd both by its own nature and by its eonscqucncc:s, 
that i5 by something more than a consequence theory would 
ineludc. 

Theories <lf ethics have been divided by Profe~or Bra:~d 
into Jtontalcgic,Z and ltlu!lcgiciJl the<lries.• A dcontological 
theory holds that the rightness and wrongness of an actio11 
~epcnds on the :r.ction itself and not on the consequences it 
produces. Ofcounc it is not always possible to say just whe~ 

•Broad: Fit~ T,1/Jts of Ethiral ~ry, p. 162. 
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the action ends and its consequences llcgin; whru I read" 
book is my undcr.~tandingofit a p:trt ofmyrudingora 
consequence of my nading? The simplest form of dconto­
logical theoryisintuitionism,theview•hatwehaveadirect 
intuition of •he rightMss and "Tongncss of actions. All 
formsofintuitionismwouldnothow.:verbeineludedinthe 
dcontologicol group; there at-e theories which hold that we 
havcintuitionsaboutthcconscquenccsofouractions,for 
cx.1mp\c th:~t we know intuiti,·ely that only actions e:JusinJI: 
the maximum pO'>siblc ple:uure are right, ond th= would 
certainly be relc•·ant to the teh:ologit:~l group of thcorie<. 
lti5:lquestionforethicshowfarourintuitiomgiveusabsolute 
orrclati\estandard•,sowemighthavcanabsolu.teintuition­
ism or a relative intuitionism. And the question may be 
raised whether our intuitions are simp!~· mrstuious dictates 
ofconsdenccorwhcthcrtheycanbeanalysedinothcrtcrms 
by the morolist. Some of the moral scnscschool,whichis 
commonlyrcgardcdasanintuitionistsehool,hcldthatthc 
uncorruptedmoralsensealwaysS«Sthoscactiomtobcright 
wbichc:mwthcgrcatcsthappinessofthcgrcatestnumh<:r; 
so,inthiscasewhatappeantobeadeontologicaltheoryon 
analysis proves to be teleological. WeshaUconridcrin­
tuitionisttbcorics in Chapter VII. There arc, however, othu 
fonnsofdcontologicaltheory. Oneofthecommoncstisto 
holdthattherightncssofanactiondepcndsonitsconformity 
to some kind of law-a law of God, a law of the social ,::roup, 
a law ~liven by our own conscience, a law of nature, a law of 
logicalcousistcncy,orevcnalawofevolutionaryde\'dopm~nt. 
Thcterm'law',asuscdinthisstatement,i.sitselfanambiguous 
tcrm,andweshallcomidcrseveraldcontologicaltheoriC'iof 
the standard as law in Chapter VIII. It may be debated 
whether the division into dcontological and teleological 
holdsofallethic:~ltheoriesorofobjecti\'elheoriesonly. If 
we arc to include subjective theories, most of them would 
fallintothcdeontologicalgroup,butitisprobablybetterto 
con6ncthisdivisiontoobjectivetheories. 

Tdcologic:~ltheories are identical with the ~nscquence 
theories of our last division. They hold that the rightness 
and"Tongnessofanactiondependlonitsconsequencesor 
results. Byf.u 1he commonest teleological theoryhasbef:n 
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hedonism which holds that the rightne!<S or wrongnc~< of au 
actiondc:~nclsentirelyontheplcasantncssorunpleasan!ncss 
which it causes. While a great deal ofethi<:al discussion in 
the past ha. been occupied with the h~donistic theory called 
Utilitarianism, most teleologists to-day realize that there 
m.aybcotlu:rconscqucnccsaffcctingtherightnessandwrong­
n ... ofactionsas well as the pleasantness or unplcasantnes.• 
thlit they ca\15c. We shall considc1· in Chapter IX the 
hidonisticformsoflhct~lcologicaltheory,andinChaptcrXI 
those theories which hold that the relevint consequence i• 
thcpcrfcctionofthcagcnt,andinChapterXIIthosethcorics 
which rcgartlthc const:qucnccs in terms of value generally, 
although hetc we shall need to consider also deontologieal 
vie~,-, that usc the notion of value. In Chapter X we shall 
consider evolutionary theories, which on the whole belong 
tothctclcologicalgroup,mo:stofthcmholdingthatitisthe 
consequence of furthering evolutionary development which 
makes an action right. We shall sec more than once in the 
sequel that it is possible to combine a deontological and a 
teleological theory. If we regard, for example, the moral 
law a. a law of nature, thc:rc may be some laws of nature 
which make actioru right apart from their consequences 
<>r there may he natural laws stating the conscquene<:s that 
are to besought. And if we we the concept of value, we may 
find that sontc actions have value in themselves, while othe., 
havevalucbecauseoftheirconscqucnccs. All this Jl(at::s to 
rernindwthatanydi'li$ionofcthical theories into{.•Uupsis 
somewhat arbitrary, hoY.-evcr useful it may be in dividing the 
snbjectofourstudy into conv~nient sections. 



Chapter VI 

RELATIVE, SUBJECTIVE AND NATURALIST!(; 
THEORIES OF THE MORAL STANDARD 

§•. Ahsolul~ omf R~/~liut Ell1ics 
Ev~ryscicncc consists of a numbcL·<:>ftruc univcr.;alsl.ate· 

mcnts,and,ifcthicsistobercgardcdasascicnce,itmust 
include a number of moral judg~m~nts that are true not 
mcrclyforoncindi\•idualbutforallmcnorforallmeno£a 
certain group. Rdativecthicsmaintairu that there are no 
moral rules that apply to all men as such; there are fonns 
ofclhical relativity which wouldadmitofstandardsforall 
the members of a limited group, and other more extreme 
formsinwhichwhatist·ightforanymanisapurclyindlvidual 
m:>ttc•·,soth:>tthercisnoquestionofanystandardatall. 
·rhcfollowingappearto bcthcchicfargumcnuuscdagainsl 
absolutccthics,thcvicwthatthercareunivcrsal,unchanging 
moral standards. 

dJ~~~:~r:t~~n'd:r"Js a~~h i::~C: p0~{~~d ~tS:h":~:"e~t~ 
day,andanyattcmpttosaythatoneisbcllcrthananother 
may be due to biasorprejudiccinfavourofourown. The 
duel which was <:Onsidcrcd the only right way of settling 
disputesbymcnofhonourinthcsevcntcenth~nturyisnow 
everywhere considered to be wrong. The sati or widow who 
bumcdhcrsclfonhcrhusband'sfuncralpyndidanactthat 
was regarded as good by Hindm of a fonne~· age, but was 
regarded as bad by the British invaders of India. In reply 
tothisargument,itmaybcpointcdoutthatmod<:manthropo 
ologistsconsidcrthatthcvariatlominmoralcodcsarenotaa 
grea.tastheywcrcntonetimebelicvedtobc. Moralcodcs 
may differ as to whether a man may have one wife or four; 
~II o;~rc agreed that a man may not have any wom~n th~t he 
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likcs\\heucverhelikes. Moralcodesmaydilfcragaiuasto 
the casts where l)ing is the l~r of two evils, but all are 
agucd that ordinarily speaking the truth is the right count 
ofaction. Suchvarictyasthcreisinmoralcodcseanoften 
becxpla.incdbythcfactthatthesccodesar<:notstatcmems 
of uhimatc moral principles l.>ut arc applications of such 
principlestothcactualconditionsofaparticu\arsocicty. 
The principle of chastity finds one set of applications in a 
communit)·ofmonks\"0\\Cdtorelil,..cybutanothcrinfamily 
life. Astrongscnscofhonourisprobal.>lyasmuchappro\·cd 
tOM!arruitw;~sintbed.arsofthcducl, and wifely affection 
is as much regarded as good as it was in the days when the 
satiofTcrcdhtTlifc, but the ways in which these principles 
of goodness ne expressed have changed with <;hanging 
circumstances. There arc certain factors which prevent us 
from seeing the fundamental nscmblanccs in the ditfercnt 
mo13l codes. (i) At different times, actions \•ith the same 
name maybe \"Cry different in their moral quality, and so 
maY be judged difTcl"l!ntlywithout at>y di!fcrcucc in moral 
principlcl>c:ingin\"Oh·ed. Slavery asSt. Paul knew it in the 
Roman I:mpiTI! of the .first century was a very diffcn:nt in· 
>titution from slavery ~s Livingstone knew it in Africa in the 
nineteenth century. (ii) A diffcn:nce in moral judgement 
may be due to a diffcrence of opinion on matters of facl, 
par1icularlyon thcaetual consequences of action, ~nd not to 
"diffo:Tcneeinmor.llstand•ud. ltwastoorcadilys,.pposcd 
1hat!hosc who supported and th<»e "ho oppuscdt•itJ.c pro­
bibilionofthesaleofintoxicatingliquorsin America always 
difT~rcd inthdrmoral principles; in o.ome cases at any ratt' 
thcdifTerencewasadiffcrcneeinopinionastowhatthcactual 
efTcCisoftheprohibitionlawswcre,so that if the true facts 
could have been made known to both parties there would 
have been mol"!! agrccmcnl. lt is also to be remembered that 
n.lsting moral coda arc not regarded by the absolutist as 
bcingtheabsolutcmora\codc; they arc ;u bcstimpcrfcet 
"-pproxim:nionstothatcode, and the fact thai they are all 
imperfect leaws room for their differing from one anolhcr. 
Inalltheseways,iti!possiblclhatthcremaybeoncabsolute 
moralcodcinspileofthemany existing codes and their 
diffcrencesfromoneanother. 
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(b) The view that moral judgements arc ba.1cd on emotions 
hascncouragc:dthclxlicfincthicaln:lativity,foremotions 
changcfromtimctotimcinthcsamcindividualalthoughbc 
mnyrcmnininthcsamesitu.,tion,anddiffercntindividuals 
f~cl diff<·•cnt cmo•ions e""n in the same situation. There 
is no need 10 dispute Wcstcrmuck's view that moral judge­
mcnls may hvc their origin in emotions.' It may be the 
Cli.S<: even now that the occurTcncc of 11n emotion like 
resentment is often a necessaryconditiontoarouscinwa 
mor:1l judgement condemning the action to which we feel 
resentment. When we feel "ngry with our neighbour we 
find ourselve-s condemning his bad deeds; he may have 
··callydonethcmand theymayrcall~·bcbad, but our anger 
was the occasion for our discovering their badness. The 
vcrymostthatWcstcrmarckandhissupportcncandc:mon­
stnleisthatemotionsprovidcapsychologiealcondition,in 
the absence of which we would not be able to make a moral 
judgement;ifwcdidnotfecl!hecmolionofmoral"pproval 
towards an action we would be p$ychologi<:ally unable to 
judge that the aclion is good. Dr. A. C. Ewing points out 
that our breathing is a necessary physiological condition 
of our mnking a moral judgcmtnt,• but no one would for 
this rc350n maintain that c1hical judgemcnu 11rc judgcmcnu 
about breathing. Similarly elhi<:al judgements arc not 
judgemcnuaboutemotiom,andsodonotnccessarilysharc 
inlhcvariabilityofemotions. 

(c) T!!l:!:notionofthcmornljudgcmentbcingabsolulchas 
bcenauackcd. by 1hclogi<:al positivlsuwhohold thatthcso­
callcdmoraljudgcmentcannotberca\lyajudgcmcntatall, 
Slilllcssauni""rsalscientilicjudgcment. Thtyholdth.atifa 
judgement is to have meaningthcwordsofwhi~hiteoruisll' 
mustrcfertothingswhicharedircctlycxpc:ricnoo:lbythc 
sen.ses, or which arc analysable inlo clements that Clln be 
d.ircctlyc:<pcricnccdbythesenses. Thcyholdthatthenolion 
'ought'isineapableofbeingsoan.alyscdandtheyarcpro­
bablyrightin this. ltfol\owsthatmoraiju~menuarc 
not sully judgements at all but command. or wishes or 

1 Wcolcnnard::EtAil4/iltiDIMI)I,p.6o. 
0 A. C. Ewilllf: SubjtctioiJm DIIIN-Diimt in EIAit.: Mind, Vo'. 

LII1,p.139· 
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eKdamatiotiS. We shall wn>ider tll.ese •·iews •vhen we come to 
subjectivetheoriesinthene><tseetion,butitissufficient:lt 
present to point out that logical positiviun is not the only 
possible tb::ory of knowlo:dge. Other philosophers would 

j~m~~~ist~~~.,"r!~:~.~itt~:is~~i~~~a;~~ie':t~:fi~j~~:e\~:~~: 
both in its nature and method of proof; but they would hold 
that it is uniVCJSal and unconditional ina way that uo 
judgement derived merdy from observation hy the ~ens<">< 
can be. 

(d) Ethical relativist< point to the lack of agreement 
amongholdcnofanabsolutecthicsastowhatthebasisof 
that ethics is. In days when the Christian revelation was 
widely acco:ptcd as the basis of morality in Europe, and then: 
was a genaal confidence in the capacity of re"son to reach 
trueknowledge,'thercwaslinlethought of ethical-relativity. 
At the prncnl day, when tllcre is no such acceptance 
of a single rdigious or metaphysical basis for a moral 
code, the belief in ethical relativity is widespread. Rela­
tivists arc certainlyju<tificd in pointing nut that moral 
philosopher; have up to th<- present not agr<"cd among 
thcmsclvn, but this i< no proof that there will always h<" 
suchdi<agrccmcnt. 

Theconscqueneesofhelicvingtha.tthcrearc no absolute 
moral standards are such that it is difficult to believe that 
any :<ane pers<>n can accept them. (a) We not o~ly judge 
netioru by our own moral code, but we judge that (\~.e moral 
codeisbcncrthananother, for example that the moral code 
oftheancientlsraeliteswasbeucrthanthccod<:ofacannibal 
tribe on a Pacific island. If there isJtoabmlute standard in 
moralowehavcnorighttomakesuchajudgement,forther<" 
is nothing in respect of which we can compare the lwo code3. 
The ethical relativists uy simply that we judge moral codes 
thatareliktourowntobesupcriortothosethatar<:unlike 
ourown,sothatourprcfcreneeissimplyamalltrofprcjudicc. 
This hard]~· sums to be the case, as there are people who 
prefer <omc other moral code 10 that of their own society, 
although it is possible to argue that they may beinftueneed 
by some other prejudice. Yetitishard to believe that the 
moralcodcofoncofthr hi~her rivilil'O'ltions, ofthr Roman 
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~toics or of Christians for example, is not superior to tribal 
codes that permit cannibalism (although this may actually 
be a sign of moral decadence disapproved by every truly 
moraleode)orlhebloodfeud. 

(b) Ifthereisnomoralsuperiorityofonccodcovcranothcr, 
thcrccanbcnosuchthmgasmoralprogn:ssormoraldcclinc. 
Thisispossiblythccasc,butitisoppruedtooncofthcmost 
commonbf:licfsofourmodemage. 

(c) Asnomoralcodeisbcttcrlhananothcr,andnomoral 
progreso i• possible, moral clfort becomes meaningless. 
Ethical rehuivim deny this by sayinl'l that a man should 
try to be true to the code that he him>clfor hi> society 
professes. If this code, however, has no superiority to the 
scheme of conduct dictated by his appetites, why should 
anyone make the strenuous effort needed to ot:.ey the 
moral code? 

(d) The logical conchJ:.ion of ethical relativity would (lc 
that no man is better than another, for every man has a 
certainmoraloutlook,howcvcrvaguc,"hichdctcrmincshis 
actionsandchar.tctcr. ThcmanwhoS«ssocictyasanobjcct 
tobcprcycduponcannotbercgardcdasmorallyworsethan 
thcmanwhosccssocietyassomcthingtobf:lovcdandscrvcd, 
ifonccodcisasgoodasanother. 

Mostcthicalrclativistswouldsaythatthisargumcntisun· 
fairtotheirthc:ory!lccauscwhilethcydcnyaunivcrsalmoral 
standard,thcyace<:ptwhat~maycallloealmoralstandards, 
rulcstl!lkholdfo•·liLnitcdgroupsofpcoplc. Butnorclativist 
hasshownhowthclimitsofsucbgroupsaretobcdetcrmined, 
or why the arguments that make moral standards relative 
to the circumstances of a particular community should not 
beusedtomakemoralstandardsrclativt:tocaehparticular 
individual. To do so ofcou"'e mearu that there are no 
standards at all. Ethical relativists arc however right in 
holding that the ordinary moral rules whi~h men commonly 
accept are not really t.hc ultimate, unchanging, absolute 
principles which distinguish right and wrong. Ordinary 
moralrulcsaretheapplicatioruofthcseprinciplcstoparticulu 
~ircumstanecs, and the ultimate principles themselves an 
ncitherpcrfcctlyknownnorperfeetlyembodiedinanycxist· 
ingmornlcodc. 
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§2. Tlu SIIWlatd<ll Sub}ulit;t 
Subjcclivccthiesisbyfarthcmo"c:omtnonlyhcldformof 

n:la.tivccthics,and~dcservcsaspccial consideration .. The 

:;:,;;~~:~::fica~c ~a~~~~~'J:~~~or~~s ~~If:~~~ ;/~~~~ 
all n=lative .marie~~, but ...,'t: shall curilinc: it to theories showing 
the two chancttrinio;s that we mentioned in the last chapter, 
namcl)·(i)lhatthcjudgementthatanactionisrigh!depcnd• 
for its \-alidity on •he mental state of a p:~r~icuh-.r paso!'• 
and(H)tha!becauscthismentalstat<:m:iychangccithcrm 
the same indi\idual, or from one individu:;~l 10 another, 
an acli.on may be righ! a\ one time and \•Tong a~ another or 
~·en nght and wrong at the same time. The s•mplcst ~ 
o[subjcctivismisthcvicwthatwhen 1 say thatan.action•s 
nghtall!hatimeanisthatl\ikcthisaction. Me•nonghas 
pointcdoutlhatthereisaconfusionhcrcbctwc:entwothings.' 
A judgement both expn=sscs a state of mind and means the 
o&;td of the slatt of mind. When I say 'This man d~rvcs 
10 be hanged', I am e«tainly expressing my own ,.tmude, 
butthemtaningofmystatcment is a fact that is true or 
false apart from my attitude to it. It is very likely that 
whtn I, say 'Thh action is right', I am expressing~ my 
own atutude of moral approval or liking to it, and ~h>S ~" 
what subjcctivi..<ts cmpha..i>;<:; but the validity of t~c judge· 
ment depend.< not on what 11 expresses but on what ot 1ncans, 
andthisncedstobec:otablishcdonobjcctivcgrounds. not?" 

~: r::~~~~:~= f~r a~~!~d=itc~~~s~~jd~~".:-e~~~~~ 
:;~::.a~.n =c~v~~~~~~~c~a;'i:Sns ~u~~eas;~d~:~u~ 
:rh: ;;~~~~ ~:~~ c~':n~7; ;~11;~ ~~~h::kcr 0~f ~J::~=-

s:~~;:~~g:~}j~~~~£2~;;:~~E~~ 
~~~:rot a0ra~~~~,~~;~~~tr!~!~r0::;;t\:1ih;;~:n~~ 
statcsofsomcothCTpcrsonsuchasonc'sreligiousconf=or. 

'J. N. Findl~}·: Mti~onc'• Th<er;·~fOhjt<ls, p. ~o. 
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Dr. A. C. Ewing has distinguished between three views 

which may properly be called subjective in hi! opinion:' 
(a) the view that the moral judgement refen merely to the 
mentalstateofthepCTSonwhomakesit,asinourprevious 
example that when 1 make the statement 'This action is 4 
right'all thatismcanl is 'llikethisaction'; (b) the view 
!hat moral judgements arenotjudgcmcntsatall, but of the 
nat w-e of commands, exclamations or wishes $0 that, accord-
ing to one view, 'This action is right' is merely a command to 
do the action; and (c) the view that moral ju.dgements arc 
~;~~~ always false or at least incapable of being proved 

(a) The simplest form of subjectivism is the view that all 
that a moral judgement assem is !hat the penon making it 
has, or lends to have, certain feelings. Thcstatemcnt'This 
actionisright'mcans'llikethisaction',or'Whcnleonsidcr 
this action I tend to have a feeling of moral approval toward!! 
it', or some such statement about my own feelings. Approval 
and liking are not the same; we may approve of a murderer 
bcinghangedwilhoutatnlllikinglhllbcingdonc. Infact, 
approvalisnotcntire\yafeelingstatc;itimplicsajudgernent 
as to the rightness of what is done, so that the feeling of 
approval implies $0mc other moral standard than itself. 
Inhavingafcclingofapprovalofan;u:tion, I am implying 
that I consider thai the action is right by some objective 
!tandard. Thisisina\essdcgreelrucofotlu:rfeclings;my 
judgcrr.OJ~.tthatathingisbadcannotm.m:lymcanthatlam 
afraidofit,forafcaritsclfmaybcjustiliablcorunjwtifiable; 
itisrighttobcafraidofsnakcs,buti'.TOngtobcafraidof 
sleeping in the dark. Similarly, likes and dislikes may be 
justi6ablcorunjusti6ablc. 

Thistypcofsubjcctivism,likcothcrfalsccthica\theories, 
can best be refuted. by showing that it has consequcnees lib: 
thcfollowing,whiehnoreasonablcpersoncanaceept. 

(i) When two persons are talkingaboutaocrtainaction, 
andthconcsay!thntilisrightandthcothcrsnysthatitis 
wrong, they are not really contradicting each other. They 
arc merely making staiCmcnts of the same type as 'I like sugar 

V;l\tfi, :.w:::.: Suhjtelillimr .:nd N~~~r<diJm in EtloitJ: Mind, 
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in my tea' and 'I donotlikesugarin my tea', both of which 
canbctroeatthesametimeprovidcdthattheyarcmadcby 
differcntpeople. Itfollowsthattherenevercanbeareal 
differenuofopinionorarealargumcntabouttherightncss 
of an action. Few people would admit that the man who says 
that telling lies is always better than speaking the truth can 
neverbcp>ovedwrongbyargument,butonthisview,ifhe 
adheres to his position that he likes lying better than troth· 
opeaking,thereisnoarguingagainsthispo-sition. 

(ii) This eonsequen~ ofsubjeet.ivism can be put in another 
way by saying that when two people make the assertion 
'Spcakingthetruthisright'theynevermeanthesamcthing. 
One <>fthem means' I, A.B., like the practice of speaking the 
truth'; the other means 'I, C. D., like the practice of speaking 
thetruth'. Fcwpe<>plcwouldacccptthatamoraljudgement 
when made by different persons must have a diffhcnt meaning 
ineachease,and<>fc<>uncethic.aldiscussion becomes again 
impossible. 

(iii) If this view were correct the only arguments that would 
bercleYanttotherightnessorwrongncssofaetionswould be 
arcuments from p•ychology. If I wish to show that your 

~~c:::~~;t ·~~s haa~0~~d~ig:t~i~~;~;0i~e[;!;r~s~e~1~~~.c~~d 
that ~"OU really do not know what )'Our own mental state is. 
It certainly w<>uld be a remarkable boldness on my part to 
suppose: that I knowwhatisgoingon in your mind better 
than you do younelf. And certainly no intel\igen<o person 
haseversc:taboutrefutingamoraljudgementinthisway. 

(b) Thcgroundoftheviewwhiehholdsthatmoraljudgc­
mems are not judgements but commands, exclamations or 
wishes, is the theory ofknon·ledge called logical positivism 
which holds that all genuine judgements are on analysis 
v~rifiablc by the senses and, as moral judgements obvioU$Iy 

!<;annotbcverifiedinthisway,theyarenotreallyjudgemenlll 
at all. There would seem no purely ethical ground (or taking 
thisvieworthemoraljudgement,andinthelightofitscon· 

~~~~c~~id~:~ ':'~:~st~h;t0~:~ ~gii~~:in;si;i'vi~~~ t~1~t t:: 
wrong somewhere in their epistemological thcoty of judge­
ment. The first consequence of regarding what is eommonly 
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call~d a moral judgement as a wish or a command or an 
uclamation, is that we cannot assert it to be true or false, 
for only statements (that is,judgcmentsexpr=cd in words) 
can be true or false. The so-called moral JUdgement is 
according to tlu=vic'w that is now bcingconsidcrcditsdfthe 
wishorthecommand. Forexample,tocallthepracticeof 
speakingthetruthrightisonly:mothcrwayofsayong'Always 
speakthetruth',or'Wouldthatmenspokethetruth'. 

Weare not, aecording to this view, making a judgement 
that we are havingawishorfcelinganemotionorissuinga 
command; it would th~n be theoretically pDflible to .. ,y 
whether our judgements are true or false. However, the 
samcargumcntsthatwehaveusedagainstthcviewthatina 
moral judgement I am met"Cly telling about my own feelings 
would apply equally again<! the view that I am merely 
telling my own wishes or commands. It seems certain that 
when the ordinary man asks whether an action is right, he 
is not mct"Cly wanting to know his own wi•hes or feelings; 
he wants to know something about the action, something that 
can becxprcsscdintheformofajudgemcntorstatement. 
Withthisvicwalso,thcrcwouldbenopossibilityofdifl'ereneCI 
ofopinionorofrationalargumentsonmoralmatters. TheN: 
is nothingeontradictoryabout my wishing or commanding 

~~~!';~~:~~~~~~~h~:~o":i~;;~;~!~~c~';.,=~~s~~ 
~~; ~~~:,~~~ ~~l~:~r,.::~\'ori~~~.~~i~~1thae :or:=:~~ 
ordinary speech; itisareasonforobcyingacomm.andon 
some occasions. This view can hardly give a reasonable 
explanationofthcfactthat"'Cmakcmoraljudgemen!Sabout 
pa$t events. Wh~n I ""Y that Drutus wa:~ wrong in killing 
Caesar, according to this view, I may mean that if I had been 
present I should haveexhortedBrutusnottoki\1 Caesar, or I 
should haveexdaimedagainsthisaction,or I should have 
wished him not to do it. Yet surely it is pDS'iblc to know my 
ownnaturcwellenough to admit that, if I had been then:, I 
shouldhaveccrtainlyb«nsoinAucnecdbypublieopinion 
andotherthingsthatishouldhavebcenahogetheronthe 
side of Brutus and hisconfedcratC'I urging them on, wishing 
them success, and rxcl~iming in their favour, and yet to 
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adaritlhat,inthelightofcalmrcllcetionovcrthewholeaffair, 
Brntusandthosewithhimwen:wrong. 

(c) Thcviewth:ttallmoraljudgementsareeithcrfalseor 
imposs.ible to prove true is really equivalent to a complete 
moral scepticism. Either there is no difference between 
rightandwrong,ornobodyknows the difference. In either 
~ a knowledge of moral standards is impossible. The 
strongnt argument against this view is that even the most 
seeptieallymindedagn:ethatccrtainactions,likespeaking 
the truth, are nonn~lly right, and others, like murder, arc 
normally wrong. To deny thatthereisanyvalidityinsueh 
univcr:sallyacceptcdjudgemcntsissurelygoingtoofar,for 
it would deny to human beings the power of expressing 
intelligent opinions on such matters. That is a consequence 
which the ordinary man would find as difficult as the morn! 
philosophertoaceept. 

§3. Non-SubjtdiwNoturoliml 
Aeommonthcory,doselyakintothose thathavejustbcen 

refutcd,istheviewthatwhcnwcs.ay'This action is right', 
what we mean i• that all normal human beings like it or feel 
approval of it, or have some such attitude to it. Other 
theoriesofth<:samc group hold that when we say that an 
action is right, what we mean is that a majority of mankind 
haveaccrtainattitudc toit,orthatall ofac;crta.ingroupor 

~;:i:a~:p c::a~:'a.:t~!~~"a t~~1(a;':,' ;;.~:u;c "::j;e!tyT~~~ 
theories differ from thetSc examined in the last section in leaving 
open the possibility for real differences of opinion and dis­
cussion in ethics. lfbysayingthatanactionisright I mean 
that a majority of human beings like it, another penon can 

,contradict me and show that I am wrong by demonstrating 
that a majority of human beings dislike the action in question. 
This type of theory was held by the philosopher Humc, who 
hddthatact.ionswererightwhenthcyarousedinamajority 
of mankind a sentiment of moral approvaL• (Humc held 
thatactioruwhichhaveeitherdireetlyorindirectlyplca.ant 
co"'equence:!l alone aroused this sentiment.)• This type or 

1 Humc: E~'l"ir;y Con«mintlhe Prin<iples of Morals, Section I ( 137 ). 
•op.cit.SectioniX,Pt.l (217). 
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theory docs provide an outside standard for distinguishing 
right from wrong actions, and so is not to l.>c regarded as 
subjective. 

The following objections may be made to this type of theory: 
(a) Thercare~•:rtainlycasrswhereanindividualjudgcsan 

action to be right, ahhough he knows that the majority of 
mankind and the majority of every group con~crncd with it 
dislikcandfcelmoraldisapprova]oftheaction. We01awin 
an earlier chapter that one of the most charactcristicmani· 
festationsofindividualeonseicnceistomakeamora.ljudgc:· 
mcnt different from that of the majority of the group to which 
the individual belongs. 

(b) lfthisvicwiscorrectallcthicalquestionsaboutwhicb 
thcrcisadifferenceofopinionaretobescttlcdbythe.;ount· 
ing of numbers. We can find out whether an act.ion is right 
onlybyeountingthenumbcrofpeoplewholikeitand the 
nu.mberofpeoplewhodislikeit,orbysomesimilar.;ount.ing 
of the peopleoneachside. Now it is certainly reasonable 
tpgiveseriouseonsiderationtoamora\opinionthatiswiddy 
held,andpeopleof~endoll'ytojustifythcirmoralapproval 
ofanactionbyarguingthat'everybodyfcels.thcsamcabout 
it'. Yet most people would admit that a minority is some­
times in the right. lndeed,thehistoryofmoralsshow:sthat 
an opinion which later becomes the opinion of the majority 
of a group, usually begins by being the opinion of a few 

f;=,~j!';~~:p~~i~h:bj~~;~: ·~~~~t-;::ie !~~ 
hold that th"'e are other ways of proving a~Lions right or 
wrong than by count.ing head!; most people for example 
would hold that the ~onscquences of an action have some 
rclcvancctoitsrightncss. 

Another extremely common naturalistic theory based on 
psychologyisthatgoodact.iomandgoodthingsareactions 
andthinpwhieb.:;a.tistythcdes.iresoftb.edoeroftheaction. 
Anactionmaybcgoodorrightinbcingit!Clftheobje~tofa 
desireorinbeingthecauscorsuchanobjeet. ltisimporta.nl 
to distinguish this ,·iew rrom two others with which it may be 
easilyeonfused. hmaybehcldthatagoodthingissimply 
adesiredthing,butitisonlytoodearthatmanyofthethings 
which men actually desire are bad. Or it may be hcld more 
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r=onably that by a good Jhing w~ m~an a thing which would 
&atisfyth~dr:si~ofa perfectorid(al man; this may be tru~ 
bulilisnolongeranaturalisticthcoryofethics,cxplaining 
'good'intennsofdnircasitisstutlicdinpsyehology. The 
lheorywithwhichwearcdeahngherc realizes that m:>nyof 
thethingswhichmendod ... ircdonotgivcthcmslltisfaclion 
andsoarcnottoberegardedasgood,butitholdsthatall 
actions or things which J~ give satisfaction arc good. Th~ 
otronge5tobjection tothisviewJs bascdonthcfa~t that men 
do sometimn have evil desires, for example, th~ desire for 
another man's wife, and, for a time at least, the auainment 
ofsu~anevildc:sircdocsgivesatbfaction. ltmaybctruc 
tltal!tdocsnotgives;~.tisfactiontoaman'scomplctenature 
ovnalongperiod,butthcnotionofaman'sronrpleitnaturc 
~C5~~~::ing in something other than the mere satisfaction of 

This raises the question of naturalism in another form. 
Most p<!Opl~ would agree that ethics deals with ideals or 
not.ions of perfe"ion, and the question arises whether an 
idealcanevcrbedescribedinpurelynaturaltcrms. Professor 
Broad says thatitcanandcitesa• .. ~amplesaperfectgasora 
fri"ionless Huid.' For the moralist th~ question is whether 
perfect moral actions or ideal human nature crm be so 
described. All naturalistic theories are, from on<: point of 
view, an attempt to do so. Spinoza attempted to dcfin<: good 
conductasconductappropriatetothccharact<:dsti<:function 
of the species,' but naturalists seem to have cor/~,dcrable 
difficulty in deciding what is the characteristic function of 
man, and even \hen \here may be diffcr<:nt kinds of appro­
pria~cncss,andmoralappropriatcnessmay be incapable of a 
purely naturalistic explanation. However, this is a form of 
naturalism which will have to be considered lat~r when wr. 
discuss the moral law as a law of human naJure, or wh~n we 
di•cuss the moral standard as human pcrfcc~ion. 

The most common form of naturalism holds tl1al ethical 
notioll' can be e~plained entirely in terms of psychology, and 
this may be called psychologie<ll naturalism. It indudcs 
not only attitud~ theories like the subjective theories w<: 

'C. 0. Oroad: Fiot Typ.,of£1hi<"l Th<OT.Y, p. ~62. 
'C. 0. Broad" Fivt Typu ojErAi<dl Thtory, p. :;sff. 
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examined in our last section and the group attitude theories 
wecxamincdatthcbcginningofthissection,butal.sosuch 
coruequencethe:O'I"ic:sashedonism,whidldefino:srightnessin 
terms of the consequence Qf eawing pleasure, which is of 
course n mental state, that can be described in terms of 
psychology. Thisviewwill ileconsidcredinourchapt01"on 
the standard as pleasure. Professor C. D. Broad considers 
that the view that what is right is what is commanded by 
God is a formoftheologiealnaturali.sm,cxplainingrightin 
tennsoftheology,•butthcologyishardlyanaturalocienee 
inthesensethattheseieneesbasedonsense-observa.tionarc, 
and to call such a dcfinitionnaturalisticseemslikelytolead 
to confusion; we shall consider this view as one fonn of the 
standard as law, namely, thatwhatisrightisinaccordance 
with the law of God. Again, the view that what is good is 
what appears later in the course of evolution maybe called 
evolutionary naturalism, a view that wewi\lconsideTinour 
chapter on the standard as determined by evolution. All 
these non-subjective forms of naturalism differ from sub­
jectivisminprovidingobje<:tivemoralstandardswhiehapply 
equallytoalltheindividualsofagroup,oreventoallmankind. 
In other words, theyleaveopenlhe possibility of a scientific 
system of ethics, and many of the best known of ethical 

~~bj~~~eh:d~~~i[,:?e i~s~~:~~. fo~r;:sei~0~i~~;!~~:: .::k 
: 7he~,Ybe"~:*::;n:~~7~';~'~!~ n~~i~: ~r";h~c~c;:!i~, 
sciences. 

§4. TlteNalurillislicFallllCy 
Thefallacywhichisprcsentineverynaturali.!tictheoryhas 

been explained by Dr. G. E. Moore somewhat in this way.• 
Good or goodness is indefinable; all naturnlistic theories 
attempttodefincgoodand, in so doing, commit the natural­
istic fallacy. Dr. Moore holds !hat all thatwecandoin 
ethiesistodefineoncmoralconccptintermsofanotheTmoral 
concept. Wcmaydcfinc'right'or'ought'intermsofthe 
notion'good';forexample. 'Arightaclionisonethatl~ads 

1 C. D. Broad; FiJX T:~Jl<s of Ethic~/ TAtc•y, p. 259· 
1 0.E.Moorc:I'TineipicEihien,I.B.,§§v-xiv. 
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toagoodeonsequence'. If,howevcr,wetrytodefine'good', 
our only hope of doing so would be by a somewhflt round· 
aboutdelinitionbringinginrhc term 'right',oran equivalent 
ethicalrerm, so thai our d~6nition would be really circular 
andnotadelinitionata\1. Sowcareforccdtoadmitthat 
goodisindc6nablc. 1 

The fundamental truth in Dr. Moore's argument can be 
seen by taking any common namralisric definition of good; 
forcxamplt,goodisproductivcofplcasurc. Thcqucstionis 
not whether this statement is true or false, but whether it 
givesanad~uatedc6nirionofgood. Manystatcmentsare 
true, which make no claim to give a definition; no one in 
1o1.ying that buttercups arc yellow imagines that he is giving a 
deliniricm ofbuuercups. Dr. Moore himself admits that good 
aetionsare,asamaun.offact,productiveofpleasurc. Some 
maytvcngosofaras tosaytbat productivcnessofplensure 
ispartofthcmeaningofthe term 'good', but not the whole 
ofitsmcaning,sothatitcannotscrvcasadcfinition. Othcn 
may maintain that what cawes an action to be good is tb~ 
faetthatitproducesplea.sure, butastatemcntofwhatcauscs 
an action to be good is not a definition of goodness ; we might 
similarly say that light of a o;ertain wave-length causes tbc 
colour yellow, but this "-"Ould not be a definition of yellow. 
What Dr. Moore needs to prove is only that 'good' includes 
something more tban productiviry of pleasure or any other 

~~~h"1~~":"~~~~erib!icd~~i~~ 'b~n'i~~:';;cc;fo~: ~r "G~~~:;~l~; 
what 1\-emcan in our own minds when we usc the lcrm 'good'. 
Do we mea'! merely 'producing pleasure'? If so, the statc­
m~t 'All good actions produce pleasure' is a tautological 
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statcmcntinwhichtheprediea.tcaddsnothingtothesubject. 
All it asst:rts is that pleasure-producing actions produce 
pleasure. M""t people would deny that in making such a 
statement thcy<>rcsimplyrnakingarepetidonofthesame 
notion in subject and prcdieate. And honest introspection 
almostccrtainlywouldshowtha.tthcyarcnotgivingadclini­
tion,forthcywouldadmitthatitisposslbletodoubtandarguc 
about the statement that goodactionsproduceplcasUTCina 
way thatitwouldbcnonsc:nsicaJ'todisc~Wwhetherplcasure­
pt"Oducing actions produce pleasure. It appears from this 
that for most normal human beings the cono;cpt'good' and 
thcwnccpt'productiveofpleasure'arenotidcntical,andthc 
same would be true of any other naturalistic definition of 
good. Dr. Moore goes still further and maintains that the 
same .type of argument would apply to what he calls meta­
physical theories of ethics, which attempt to define good in 
tennsofthingsinasuperscnsiblcsphcre,•othatthcsedcfini­
tiom too commit the naturalistic fallacy. When Kant 
defines 'good' in terms of a superscnsiblc will, he is com­
milling this fallacy. Again, when we say that 'good' means 
commanded by God, we arc not really defining 'good', for 
most people feel that a good action v;ould still be a good 
actionev.:nifitwcrcnotcommandcdbyGod. 

Those who have opposed Dr. Moore's view gcncmlly suggest 
thatifwccannotdrfinc'good', the fundamental notion of 

~:,~~~h~o~c ~u:z.,:r ;~h!~;y"'k';:~ i~=i·bi~iui:i~~;; 
and that is the end of the malleT. Even ifweadmitth:u 
definition byanal~'Sis, Dr. Moore's type of definition, is the 
only possible l..indofdclinitiun, we still may maintain that 
ethicscancomainar,'!'catm.1nyunivcrs:~\lytrue>tatemcms 
about good. Totakcananalogousexample, 'yellow' is a 
notion that cannot be an.alystd imoany simpler notions; 
itcanonlybcknown byadircctapprehcnsionofthccolour, 
so that for the mon horn blind, who cannot have such a 
direct apprehension, the colour remains unknowable. By 
Dr. Moore's argument, 'yellow', like 'good', would lx: 
indefinable. Yet many tru~ scientific statements can be 
made about 'yellow'. It can be dcscrilx:d in terms of the 
wave-length with which it is correlated in phpics, al~hough 
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thecoloursensationiscertainlynotidcntical with the wave­
length. It can bcst;ucd that yellow is the complementary 
colourofbluc,thatitisthclimitofascrieofcolournpa.ssing 
ftt~m red thrt~ugh orang<', that it is the colour of ccnain 
natural objects like butiCTCups and ~ulphur, and so on. Even 
if we agre<l with Dr. Moore thM 'good' is indclinablc, there 
still can be made a great many univer.;ally !rue statcmcniS 
about'good'. Aswchavcalrcadysecn,thosewhosaylhat 
goodisalwaysproductivcofplcasurc,orthatgoodisalways 
commanded by God, may very well be making such !rue 
slatements;onlythcyarenotdclininggood. 

What is more open to criticism in Dr. Moor<:'s theory is the 
implication that dclinition by analysis is the only scienlilic 
form of dclinition. This ultimately depends on Dr. Moore's 
mctaphysicalpositionthatthenatureofathingandparticu­
larlyofa uaiversallikc'gooXI'isnotdctcrmincdinanyway 
byo!herthingsandthcirnature. Touschisownquotation 
inhiJPrincipid£1hird:'Evo:rythingiswhatitisandnotanother 
thing.'' This position i• denied by many forms of meta­
physics including modem idealism which holds that the nature 
ofathingorofaunive=l isoftcndctcnninedbyitsrelation 
10 other things or univenals. If we accept this <>r a similar 
view we may believe that there is ;o.nother kind of definition 
thanbytheanalysisofwholesintoparts. Wcmaydcfincan 
un.analysablcpanbyshowingiuplace within the whole to 

;h:.~~~r:~~;u::,~t':~~l1~~ :d'b.,~.~~~:;:";~·~~l:tii":~ 
tootherthingsanditsplaecinthcwholeschcmeofrcality. 
For Dr. Moore's 'logical atomiJm' 1his is impossible, because 
thcrelationsofgoodtootherthingsanditsplaccinthcscheme 
of things can, aecording to hiJv1cw, tell nothin~; about its 
rea\ nature. 

Itiopossihlcto!uggestoncclcmcnt that is not included in 
all nati,II'&Iinic definitioru of 'good' or 'right' in terms of 
psychology, and that is the element which we have called 
'obligatorincss'. No definition of 'good' in terms of our 
attitude to it (as when we say that alii hat we mean by a good 
action ;, an aetion that we ounclveo like), or in terms of the 
elfcct it has on our mind• (as when we say that 'good' means 

'Q.u•mdfrornBiohopButluontitle·pagcofPrbttipidEthird. 
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'productiveofpleasurc')cancxplainwhywcfcelitoblig;uory 
todowhatisgoodinquiteadilferentwayfromthatinwhieh 
we fed obliged to do what we like or to give ourselves pleasure. 
Similarly, in theca~ of evolutionary naturalism, it is very 
difficult to see why we should feel obliged to do what comes 4 
latcrintheeourseofevolutionmerelybec;ausetteomrslater. 
The theory that ProfessorDroad calls theological naturalism 
docs seem to provide some explanation of the feeling of 
obligatoriness, andparticularlyofthatemotionofawewhich 
is aroused in us both by the moral law (according to Kant} 
and bytheidcaofGod. Yct,aswehavealrcadysugg:rstcd, 
goodwouldstilliJegoodandpresumablyretainitsobligatori-
ness even if it WCTC not commanded by God. It is doubtful, 
too,whetheranydelinltionof'good'and'right',intermsof 
natural science, canincludcthenotionof'moralfiuingncss', 
but this point will be examined more fully when we consider 
themorallawasalawofnature. ltisccrtainlyoneofthe 
advantages of those dcontologica\ theories of ethics which 
regardthemoralstandarda.salawthattheycangivcamore 
adequate place to the notions both of 'oblig:Horinc:ss' and 
'moralfittingness'thanotherethicaltheories,andparticularly 
thantho~whichareentirdynaturalistic. 

§s. Conelwion. 

The•urveyofthcol"iesinthisehaptermaylx:•ummcdupas 

~~~~o~:X) $;~id~~y~~~";~~:~u~=~u~:~;;.,~:l~~~~ ~~~~: 
areabsolutemoralstandards,howcvermuchtheapplications 
of these may be modified by varying cireumstances. (b) No 
subjectivctheoryofethicsisvalid. Apartfromthegeneral 
arguments against all relative theories of ethics, there are 
consequenttsofthesesubjectivetheoricswhichnorensonable 
personcanaccept. (c)Inthecaseofnon-subjectivenatural­
istic theories of Nhit• many of them seem to make true 
universal statements on moral maners which must be included 
inanycompletesciencc of ethics. It is probable, howc\"er, 
thatcthicalnotionscanneverbcdt6nc:dinterm.softhe 
orclinarydcscriptivesciences,whichareba~dentirdyon the 
observationofthescnsesintheothtrscicnccsandonintro­
spectioninpsychology. lnparticular,suehdefinitionswill 
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notindudethenotionof'oblig.atorin='nor,inmootc;aseo, 
that of'mor-al fittingness' whichsc:cm to be essential dement'~ 

.intheconnotationofsuehtermsas'good'and'right'. The 
question whether ethical notions can bcdcllnedin terms of 
supcnensiblercalitiesisamoredifficultone,andoncwhich, 
in spite ofDt. Moon:'s assertion that 'good' is always in­
dcllnablc,mU$1belcftunans~datthisstagcofourcthieal 
ttudy. 



Chapter VII 

THE STANDARD AS GIVEN BY INTIJITION 

§1. ThtJ\'alureond Ohjttls of Intuition 
An intuition is 'the immediate apprehension of an object 

~ ~~ii!~~~:~~~~ha:~~7n~~~~:!~~~;:;~;:~:d~~ 
moralobjectimmcdiatcly,withoutthcn::bcinganyrcasoning 
aboutit. Therearcthrcepos5ibleobjcctsofmor.alintuitions. 
(a) Wcmayknowdin:etlythatoncparticularact,suchasthe 
a.ssassination of CaesaT by Brutus, is right. To have thi• 
intuitiondocsnotimplythatpoliticalmurderwouldberight 
in any other case. The theory which holds that the only 
way of knowing rightncz;s and wrongncz;s i• by such intuitions 
oftherightnessorwrongnessofindividualaetionsiscal\edby 
Sidgwick 'pcrc.:ptional intuitionism',' but may be more 
appropriatc\yo;alh:d 'individual intuitionism',• dealing as it 
does with intuitions about individual actions. {b) We may 
know dire.:tly withoutrefle<:tion that a certain class or kind 
of actions is right or wrong; for example that tc:lling the truth 
is alwaPright. The theory which holds that this is the only 
way of knowing the rightness or wrongness ofaetions is called 
by Sidgwick 'dogmatic intuitionim~',' but may be more 
appropriatclyo;allcd'generalintuitiol"lism',•dealingasitdocs 
withintuitioru~aboutdassesofactions. {c) We may know 
directly some moral principle by which we can judge aetions 
to be right or wrong. We may know intuitively for example 
that any action which !Teats a man mere\~· 85 a means is 
always wrong. We may call this 'univcr.;al intuitioni•m',• 
dealingasitdoc!withtheuniv~lprinciplcsofethia. 

Wecansaywithoutfcarofcont:radictionthathumanbeings 
do have intuitions of all these three kindt. One man can 

1 Sidgwick: Mtlhoilr of Ethiu, Bk. I, Ch. 8, Stetior_. iii-iv. 
1 Then terms are tahnfrom Paton's 171• GIXHIII'i/1, pp. 135-145· 
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saywithasmuchconfidenccasifhcwercguid<:dbrSocrates' 
daemonthatitiswrongforhimtoacceptaccrtainmvilation, 
andrcfusestogivcanyreasonforhisdcdsioncxccpt that his 
conscience tells him that it is wrong. A great many people 
hold 1ha1to !ell alieisalwa~'S wrong even in circum<tanecs 
wh= great good would n:suh, as when a falsehood might 
save a household of innocent people from a murderous 
assault. And some people elaim that they know ~r1ain 
moral principles imuilivdy, for example that goodness ought 
!obcaccompaniedbyhappiness. 

Th<:rearecutainobjeCiionstoallthreekindsofinluition­
ism. (a) While it is !rue that there are some actions and some 
d~ofactions and some principles !hat we know intuitively 
tobcrightorwrongthisisbynomeanslrueofcvcryaction 
or every class of action or every moral principle. Most of us 
facesituationswhcn,\-edoubtwhichao;:lionisright,andtherc 
aredassesofaclion, for example, !he selling of intoxicating 
liquon, about which there is similar doubt. Even an ethical 
princip\clikcthcprinciple!halvirlucoughttobeaecompanied 
by h.appines3,while i1 is self-evident lo some people, is very 
debatable in the opinion of others. (b) II may be true thai 
intuition of all three kinds works fairly well in normal o;:ircum­
stance, bm i1 docs not work in unusual cases. It is self­
evidentthatweshouldspeakthetruth un1il wccometothe 
unusual ease where ourdoingsoseems likely to involve 1he 

:U~ie~~- of(~}":::;,~:~~ m~~.:~es";~ ~bel~ i~~uiiti!,~~~ioT~~ 
we of the tenn 'inluition' by religious people and mystical 
philosophers, for example by modern intcrpre!ef3 of the 
Hindu Upanishads,suggcststhatthereissomethinginfallible 
about intuition, but unfonunatcly this docs not s~m to be 
the case in any sphere. A penon may judge directly that a 
certainobjeclisbcautifulwhio;:htothc trained eye is crude 
and imperfect. Similarly in the eighteenth century it was 
self-evident to the ordinary man that nobody could send a 
message from London to America in five minutes, but the 
invention of the telephone haJ shown this intui1ion to be 
wrong. Again, it ia almost certain that those who condemned 
heretics to bumatthestakewereobeying the intuitions of 
their own consciences, bu1 most people would now agree that 
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their intuitions were wrong. {<I) Conscience provides too 
many and too varied intuitions to form an ethical system. 
Are we to obey our own particular imuition about an in­
dividual act, or the general intuition that actions of that 
class. are wrong, or a deduction that we make from some self­
evident moral principle about the matter? These do not 
a\waysagreewithoneanother. Aconscicntiouspcrsonwho 
sees very clearly that lying is always wrong may find that 
itseemsrighttolicinaparticularcase,andintuitionshows 
him no way out of his difficulty. {e) This last objection 
implies that intuitions sometimes contradict one another. 
justiccpoint•toonecourscofaction,andmercytoanothcr. 
(f) lntuitionismfailsa•anetbicaltheory,bc:causeincvery 
caseitispossiblctogivearca$0nforwhatourintuitions 
dictate. In ordinary life wcarcconstantlydoingso. After 
statingtbatourconscicncctcllsusthatacertainactionis 
right,wegoontocxplainwhyitisright. 

It is b«ause of this last objection that in the history of 

~'::1/;t~~~o.~~: ~~0t~k:nr ~~~~~~,"m,o~~~,;.h~~~· ~r~~~~ 
tuitionsareunanalysable. Whcnwchavcanintuitionthat 
the killing of Caesar was right, or that telling lies is always 
wrong, all we can say is that we have the intuition and this 
is the last word on the mauer. Nothing more can be kriown 
aboutthemoralityofthcaetionorclass.ofactionsinqucstion. 
Sothcreisnoana\ysisorjustifieationofthedictatcsofour 
corucie~- Suchatheorywouldrcduceethicalstudytoa 
mere dcseriptionofourvariousintuitioru,andin the case 
of individual intuitionism would leave open the possibility 
ofextremcsubjcctivism,foritiscertainthatdiffcrentpcople 
often have different intuitions about the same particular 
action. ltmaybcthecasethatifourgcneralanduniversal 
intuitioruweremoreaccuratcl}•cxprcssedthanthcyusually 
arc, theywouldprovctobcthesame in all persons and so 
tscapethetaintofsubjcctivity. Thisisnotthecaseatprcoent 
when they often seem to be dilfercnt in dilfcrcnt po:<>ple. 
The other form of intuitionism holds that our intuitions, 
alchoughactuallyvalid,eanalwaysbcanal}'SCd,explained 
andjustifiec! by rational argument. Hutcheson, one of the 
foundenofthernoralsenscschool,maintained,forexample, 
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that the moral sense always approves what is bendicial to 
society as a wholeorwha.t lead$ to 'the greatezt happiness for 
the greatest numbers'.• Such thinkers au really giving up 
intuitions as the final moral standards in ethics; our intuitioru 
for them become men:ly ~onvcnient guides indic:ating to u.. 
th0$C a~tions which arc to be justified or ~ondemncd on other 
grounds. 

Intuitionism i.. o!t~n confused with deontology. Ra.shdall, 

~: ;:a:!f·;;:ht':~ =~~ti;~;';ri ~i:~~~th~r:r:~:: ~~~~~~~ 
cotU~:qucn~es·,• but, as wcshroil sec in our next chapter, there 
ean lx: dcontological theories other th:t.n intuitionism holding 
such standards as the law of reason or the law of nature, 
Strictly speaking, we should confine the term 'intuitionism' 
to the thc:ory that the Dlliy criterion by which right can be 
distinguished from wrong is intuition or direct apprehension 
without reRcction, but it will be convenient and in accordance 
with the custom of writcn on ethics to usc the term 'in. 
tuitionism' for any ethical theory in which intuitions play a 
large part. It is in thisSI!nse that we shall include the thcori~'S 
of the English eighteenth century 'moral sense' school, and 
of Butler in this chapter, before"~ go on to examine critically 
thcthro:ckindsofintuitions. 

Shaftcsbury (t6?t-t ?•3) held that goodneuin man required 
the exincnce together and proper balancing in thTmind of 
(a) nDiural gffalioru towards others, like love and sympathy, 
and (b) stJj...,/f<diOttS directed towards the agent's own welfare, 
like love of life and ambition. It is pmsible for a man to 
judge by reason how to keep the: balance lx:tween thc:5e two 
set. of affections, but these affections themselves arouse a new 
kind of affection called the 'moral sense', which is a natural 
fccling leading us to approve of some: things and to disapprove 
of othors, and serving in ilsclf as an impulse towards good 
conduct. When uncorrupted, the moral sense is always in 
harmony with the judgements. made by reason. It may be 
~.~~~e;,n: l•'l"i'J', Es•~)' 011 M~>t~l GIN>d, III, §viii, Edition 4, 

'R;uhdall: 'Tio<oryo/Goo4Dn4 E~il, Bk. I, Ch. 4,~; (Vol. I, r>· 8o). 
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eon-uptcdbyhabituatlycvilconductorfalsercligiousvicws, 
butSha(lcsbuoyhddthatitncvercanbccorruptcdbyhone:sl 

ltit~~ 
ca~lr:::j~;~]:;~r.~:fl :~g~~~ t!~.f:"'~;!c~~':r"~~~r~; 
~~mplicatcd judgements like the judgements of aesthetics, 
Shaftcsbury do<:s have ~he support of common spcceh. The 
'u::a-uostco·'usestheordn_oarysenseofso;ncll,butbyeducation 
and practice comes to Judge the q~ahty of t~a through its 

•m~:~~ti:j11u~~~~·:;~ko~ft~~ :~~o'::~~ ~':?;%~0~~::~ 
5J',"aftcsbu1·~· certai_nly rcgarde_d the moral sense as a capacity 

.~~~~~~r~:~~~·~ul~~~~~c;o~~~H:fcJ~~:· (o6g4-1747) distin-
;uished betw~cn the matcr>al goodness _an~ the formal good-

•oodness of an a~tio? is ~etcrmined ~y the fact of il3 flowing 
;·om good afll:cuon m a JUSt p~poruon, and the moral sense 
i ou>" guide aud often our mohvc to such .formal goodness. 
'lith Hutch<:lioll,. 1he moral sense led ~rucul_a~ly to bcne­
olent actions whtch he regarded_ a.• cnurcly dtstn~erestcd in 
101;,·e, but as aet_uallyor matcrtally alwayslcadmg to the 
gent's own true mtcrcst. For Hutcheson the final rnon.1 
t: N'i)~tcsbu•r= An Inquiry Co11m11i11t: Virtu< (Sec especially Bk. I, 

i.~~r~Eb7:\:'~::~i~iS:E:s(~u~~ ~Y:{k~:;~, Fll~u~~~~~~~ 
•sccSidgwick:Hislory~Etlriu,Ch.4. 
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standard was not the intuition of the moral sense; it wos 
ratherthea<;tua\<;<~nsc:qucn<;e~~ofthca<;tioninsociety. 

We may regard the morn\ sense: view as making an analogy 
between our moral capacity of judging between good and 
bad actions, and our aesthetic capachy of judging between 
beautiful and ugly objects. Psychologically both have the 
appearance of being fe<:lings or emotions, and the moral 
xnsc oi the eighteenth century was always regarded as a 
feeling,butactuallybothinvolvethemakingofjudgements. 
Some: people have even held that the two arc idc:ntical. 
The Greeks often used the same term, 'TO >eo.\Ov' for the 
bcautifulandthl'good,andsomeoftheStoio:shadamaxim 
'Only the beautiful is good',' although this is not to be 
thoughtofasan=ential part of Stoic doctrine. Modc:rn 
writcrshaveabohddthatthcreisatlea.stacloscrcscmblance, 
ifnotapartialidcntity,bctweengoodncssandbcauty. We 
certainly fed something of the same admiration for a noble 
do:cdaswcdoforagreatwork of art, and hold that a g-reat 
workofartassuchhasamoralaswdlasanaesthcticvaluc. 
Aristotle held, for example, that tragic drama has a purging 
or purifying effect upon the emotions. Yet in the work of 

:,:~~~~ ~:t~:a~t:::!i,":l~:r;~:.ca~n:.:fi'::"~=i~,;~~~~~f ~h~ 
mindCQunu more. 

The aesthetic judgement is itself a eomplicated kind of 
judgement, about which there is a good deal of phil')lophical 
dispute. It is said that 'there is no disputing about tastes', 
andthis<:ertainlyappcantol:Jctrue. Thcmanwhoscesan 
object to be beautiful would be merely insincere if he gave 
up his own self-evident judgement for that of the skilled critic 
or connoisseur who regards the object· in question as ugly. 
His state of mind is analogous to that of the man whose 
conscience tells him that an action is wrong, although his 
moral guides say that it is right. Aesthetic taste, however, 
like conscience, ean he educated. The influence of teachers 
and companions with a developed power of aesthetic judge­
ment, the inUuencc of beautiful objeei.S in one's environment, 
the practice of those arts which create things of beauty and, 
to a less deg-ree, the theoretical study of aesthetic standarcb 

'P~rhapsoriginaUyfrom Plato: Lysis, XIII. 
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may help to eduo;.ate the man of,rudc, uncuhivatcd taste 

!f1h!11;ri~ci;l::n°~::::~~~~ stll:~~:irJ~ti~~e ~~~o}:f; 
ments arc, to some ex\Cnt at any rate, objective standards 
which .;an be studied in the norm.:uiveseienceofacathetics, 
just n~ our moral standards can be studied in the nonnative 
science of ethics. 

Doesthisanalogyeveramounttoanidentity? ltislikely 
thatmO!'alstandardsarecvenmoreobjectivcthanaesthctic 
standards, that while we may in some cases regard contta­
dictoryjudgcmentsaspossibleinaesthetics,weo;.anncvcrdo 
soincthics. ltmayevenbcsuggestcdthatwhatisobjtttive 
in nn aesthetic judgement is really a moral judgement.• 
Muchofthcbeautyofaworkofartmaybcmerely'inthe 
cyeofthebeholdcr',butthcreisalsoinitanobjectiveva\ue 
which is independent of the beholder; and this objective 
value may be a mO!'al value. If we agtt:e with the tclcologi.sts 
in regarding right actions as ~'tions which produce good 
consequen,cs, then we may hold that things of beauty or 
worksofartareamongthescgoodconscquenccs,sothata 
manproducingathingofbeautyissofardoingarightO!' 
goodaction. Again,itmaybethecasconadcontological 
view tlmt one of the characteristics whichmakesanaction 
goodinitsc\fapartfromitscoruequencesisthatithasthc 
quality of beauty. The self-sacrifice of Antigone in per· 
forming-~tefuneralritesofherbrotberforbiddenbythelaw 
of the state, or the action of that 'very gallant gentleman', 
Captain Oates, in walking out tohisdcathinanAntarctic 
bliz~rdonthe,hanceofhclpingtosavehiscomradcs,havc 
aboutthemthebeautythatmakesactionsgood. 

ProfessorBroadsuggeststhattherightncssofanaetion 
may consist in its 'fittingness' to theeircumstancesorwhole 
situation in which it occurs.• It is normally fitting to give 
ntrucanswerwhenoneisaskedaquestion,apartfromthe 
concsequcnces of doing so. The l>eautiful actions which we 
have just mentioned, those of Antigone and Captain Oates, 
"'Cre supremely fitting in unique situatioru, although they 
hadacluallynoverygoodrcsults,apartfromthatofproviding 

1 Ra•hdaU: T!owyojG(J(J{/QndE~il, Bk.f, Ch. 6, No1e. 
'Broad: Fil!t Ty/J<s of Ethic~/ Thmy, p. ~19. 
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anob!cexamp!etoothm. Irthereb<:suehamO\"a!litting­
n.,.. it is elos~ly analogous to aesthetic finingncss, and it is 
blown intuitively; so the 'moral sense' would be an appro­
priatenamefor•uchllllintuitivecapacity. 

§3. Tlu Tllmy".{Bulltr 
Bishop Butler (1692-1752) used the term 'conscience' 

rather than the term 'mora\ sense' for the intuitive faculty, 
andthechangeissignificant,forwithButler the knowledge 
ofrightandwrongisamauerofreasonratherthanoffeeling. 
Butler"SSCfJ!IOnsrepcatedlyurgcthatitisreasonabletoobey 
the commands of conscience, and it is the 'sweet reasonable­
ness' ofButlcr'sthcory that makes him one of the most 
aeceptableofEngHshmoralists. Butlertaughtthatthehuman 
mindisaeon5litution,or,aswewouldnoweallit,an'organic: 
whole', consisting of many elements of which some are 
naturally subordinate to others. We may take as an example 
ofaconstitutiontheBritish constitution, in which the King, 
the House of Lords and the House of Commons have each 
their special functions and their constitutional relations to 
one another. Similarly, in the constitution of the human 
mind there are different elements with natural relations to 
one another of superiority and sul.>ordination. Because 
Butler maintained that these relations are natural we mwt 
regard him as one of those who hold that the laws of morality 
=vlca:o:.f nature, and not merely matters of :~>Stom or 

There are in the mind a number of particular 'passions' 
or 'impulses' as we woultl now call them, whieh lead us to 
pursue different obje<:ts. For t)[ample, the impulse of hunger 
leadsustocatfood,thcimpulseoffear\eads us to runaway 
andescapcfromdanger,andtheimpulscofpityleadsusto 
help othcn in distress. Butlersces that, although the satis­
faction of cv.::ry one of th~e impulses is accompanied by 
plea<ure, none or them directly aims at pleasure; it is, for 
e><amplc, food and not pleasure that .,.,.., seck when we arc 
hungry. It is true that men do desire and seck pleasure, 
but the desire for pl<:asure presupposes a desire, the object 
of which is distinct from pleasure. Only in so far as we desire 
that object can we find pleasure in iu attainm.cnt and make 
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that particular pleasuu our aim. In othu worcb, Butler 
refutes ~y.;hologieal hedonism by demonstrating that our 
impubcs do aim at other things than pleasuu. 

In the constitution of the human mind there are set over 
thcparticularimpulscsoneortworatioualealeulatingprin­
eiples. Aboutoneofthesc,theprinciplcofself-love,through 
which a man deliberately aims at his own happiness, Butler's 
languagcwaspcrfcctlyclcar. Abouttltcother, the principle 
of benj:yolencc, there is a good deal of doubt as to what 
Butler's teaching really was. ButlerccrtainlyheldthatthL'Y 
both arc naturaltendeneies of human nature, and that the 
putieular impuls<:S arc naturally subordinate to them. 
The man who allows hinuclf in a fit of anger to do things 
which arc neither to his own interest nor to the interest of 
others is behaving in an unnatural way. The interpreter of 
Butleristcmptedtodescribcthepriuciplcofbenevolenccas 
a principle which rationally and deliberately ainu; at the 
happinc::Js or welfare of all men everywhere (with the exception 
oftheagenthimself),andthiswouldccrtainlybcthcprinciple 
of benevolence in its most perfect form. Butler, however, 
used the term bcnevolcncefortbetendencytoseekthegood 
of others, ever. when that tendency is Jacking in univcnality 
or even rationality. Ao:ordingly, he sometimes spoke of 
bencvolcneeasiiitwcreaparticularimpulscwithitsobjcct 
to help some other person on the same level as the other 

~~~~~· f::!i:' :;.,d ~;~~!~;:a1 Fn~r~:t:"w~~~"~ 
itisdifficulttomakeasharpdistinction between the 'bene­
volence' which is a particular impulse, like that of the man 
whogivesashillingthoughtlc:sslytoabeggarinrags,andthe 
'bt:n~volcnu' which is a rational principle like that inspirintt 
Utilitariauphilo•ophcrsandothcrsol;ialreformcrs; there arc 
endless intermediate varieLic:s of benevolence. The bcne­
volcneeofmostpc:oplcisprobablynea.rertheimpubivclevcl, 
an unreflective tendency to help othcn in apparent need 
rather than a cool, ea\culatingprinciple. Just as the 
particularimpulseswhcnthcyarcearriedoutgiveusasan 
accompaniment that pleasure to ounclva which is the ooject 
ofoclf-love,soh<:nevolcnccinallitsfonnswhcnsueeessfully 
ea>Ticdoutisaccompanicdbypleasureandministerstoour 
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~~~;·~~·~~: h~~~~e~~ty ar~· ~he·~r;hct~~~~~~::;~r! 
~~ :~tne'~~ :~r:~a~/~~p~i~:~~:~~ ~~~7: ~~~ ;~i1~'cip;~ 

rwe: ut]""~mt.ai.ncd,.~owevcr, that.it is the sam~ 

Jeadtothe 
have agreed 

~~~·s Th~e ":ppiness is unreasonable and e~~~~~ec:,~y 
: ~:~, ~;~; .. ~;w~~g~~~n which Butler did not make 11 

e.g. Butler: 8""'•~ Ill {e•pedally clooing paragraph). 
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~lear that conscience should always ovcTTule sc\f-intereSI, but 
Lt mt~~l be rcmem~red that Butler was not merely a student 
oftheorcticalethies. InhisofficeasaChrislianbi.shophewas 
•·aJheramor;,lizerendeavouringtoleadmentoobcytheir 
eonseience!,andanargumenttlmLwouldappealtotherather 
easy-goingpeopleofEnglandinthecighteentheemurybefote 
the Wesleyan revival was !he argument !h:u what conscience 
badethemdowa.sthereasonablelineofacdonandtheone 
conducive to their own individual happiness. Butler left 
unansweredthequationwhetherconscicncebidsusdiuctly 
and unconditionally seek our own interests and pur1ue our 
?Wn happiness. He probably would have agrced that 
mtrospeetion shows u.s that conscience does no sudt thing, 
but that the providence of God has so ordered the universe 
that what is commanded by conscience actually alwa}'S leads 
toourownhapplnessandinterests. 

§4. lndividual/ntuitions 
_Whenanindivid1.13.lseesdiucllythataparticularactionis 

nghtforhimatthepresentmoment,andthercisnooppor­
tunityfor further reHection on the matter, most moralists 
wouldagreethattheindividualoughttoactonhisintuition. 
There are two considerations which support this common 
view. (i) In almost every sphere of activity the practised 
agent fonns habits of action which give him the power in a 
pa.-tieular oue to see immediately or intuitively the right 
thing.~ do, and to carry it out. The practised tenni5-
pla)'CT does not need to deliberate which rule to follow and 
whatkindofstroketotakeastheball comes towards him; 
he automatically sees how to deal with 1heball,anddocsso 
without any reHcction. The good mao is in the same prac­
tised condition in dealing with moral situations. (ii) A mora! 
situation may be to some extent unique. As we have just 
seen we respond to moral situations that often occur by 
habitual actions, which do not rcquirecoii5Ciou.sguidaneeat 
all,orbythcapplieationofsomerule. ltisanewsit1.13.tion 
that most frequently arouses our conscience t~ make a moral 

;:~~O:ro:~:c ::~i~~~~i=o~l ~~nwi:t;'h"!~~~~d b.,or;~;~~ 
tn the new situation. Conscience has wsce what act1on" 
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~;dat~r. 6d/~;v~~ ~~~ '~~:'t ~~~':~f1~~::~:~~~~i~~n;~tb~c~~: 
intuitive r:Hlu:r tha~a rcn~c:tive act of the: moral conscioUS· 
ness. \Ve may admll that here as elsewhere the more renee· 
tionwcdothebcner;butof<cnthercisnoltimcforrcflcclion, 
andevcnwhen!hcrcis,imightintothcrightthing<odoatthe 
moment seems to lJc a direct intuition ra.thcr than a con· 

se~·~:~c~ d~:;'~"i~:~?tion may in many cas~s be wron~. The 
individualhavingitmaynot have had either the experience 
oflifcorthcpracticeingoodnesswhieheducatelheconsciencc 
so that his intuition may be as cn~dc as that of the child who 
><:es dir«tly a beauty in the combination uf two g:mdy 
colours that 'dash' with one another to the pmctiscd eye. 

~21g:~~~~;,~~g~~~;~l:~~:~et~:~:~!~~1t~~;~i:-~~~ 
these other considerations may be discovcr:1ble in other ways. 
They may inelude the results produced by our netions :1nd 
their conformity to certain laws, such as the lnws of nature 
or the law of God, and these may be better known by rational 

~f~~~:n·~~~:~~~f!~~~~~;~~~!o/~~~~~::;,.:;;:~~~~~ 
knowledge. We usc this kind ofargmnent very commonly in 
moral manc:rs. We s.ay, for e><:lmple, 'You cannot )>elievc 
thi• action to be right, when you helieve that acti& . ."·t.o be 
wrong',or'YoucannotthinkitisrighttokillaC.:~rman,whcn 
you think it is wrong to kill an Englishman.' 

Thcparticularintuitionhasconsidcrablc usefulness in the 
moralhfc,anditmayhetheonlyp:uidanccavailableforthe 
indiv1dual ina situation which rcquir"" immediate action. 
There is, however, nothing miraculously infallible about it. 
Iuvaliditydcpends largely on the moral experience behind 
itandonitsconsistcncywithothcr moraljudgcmcms. In 
one respect alone, namely in sct:ing the 1miquc action 'morally 
filling' to unique circumstances, th"!"c seems to he no other 

re:~fn~h'::i,~~t~~~o~~t~~~i!s ::~::~~ ~r\~e~~·,~:/:.~d 
pero;civinp: something that could also be discov«ed by the 
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~~~:J:;:s::c~~:i:~~~;:~h~~~:;";;~~-if;;,~: o~~~:~;h 
this omuhivc aspect of conscience worb when its judgemenb 
lire valid. 

§s. GmerallnluiliUII.S 

.Manypcoplebelicvethatweknowintuitivclyth.atcertaia 
kinds ofa,tion are always right and that other kind!l are 
a_lways \\TOng, for example that helping rhc poor is always 
roghtandthaii}ingisalw:oys",.ong. Ctttainpeoplc,as 

~,!a~·~ ~;:,drh~eth'ci~in:i'tio:~~;~~:~:t :~n ~h: 
arc shown tobclogicallyinconsistentin holding them. For 
cxamplc,thcintuitionthatalllyingiJwrongforbidsusto 
tcl.laliccveninOTdcrtosaveaman'slife,cvcnahhoughwc 
havcatthesametimetheintuitionthatitisalwaysourduty 

~~d~~~·t~~;E~~~~i:~~.:~~~~i~~~;.h!u~ :~i:~ 
§:]tl~;\~:§ti~f:~~~r~~l~~~gf;~:§ 
stan,cs; theyonlypointoutro 1.15wharSirDavid Ross calls 
'prima lir.cie obligations',' that is elu;e of action which tend 

~~~: p~~fe'~ w~~h :::k.1 J:';~tl~i:ra~:t,h~~='!:~~ 
whichfallsunderthcmltndstobcright. 

rul~d~~~~ ~~~~~~td'i~ '!;.~,~~~e;::a~~~~t~~:nsa!ro~:~ 
:J:r~~ !'!,~ei:V~f;J.~ thi~u ~~~:';nth~~~~~~::; 
stancekillingiswrong,butthereareeascswhcrethcwrang-

3c~~~~:~i~~:~~:;::~~fd;~i~~~~~1:F!~ 
clearly wars of sell-defence. Sidgwick maintained that 
gcneralintuitionsarenotintuitionsat:>.ll,butgeneralizations 

1 Ro.s;Fo1J11daliotUq[Etloiu,p.O.f. 
•Sidgwick; AftlluldlqfEihiu,BI<. IU;~k. IV, Ch. 3· 



141 An lnlroduclion Itt Ethier 

made from expc:rienec about the types of conduct which lead 
ordonotlcadtothcgeneralhappincs.sof~ociety. Whcnthc 
intuition appc:arssclf-evidentand certain, as in dealing with 
eommon<;aSCsofmurdcr,thcnthcrcisnodoubtthattocommit 

~~~·~~r ~~~b~~'i":n~~l:~~ ~f~h~~:.~e':t~a~~;;,~ ~!~~~~:;i 
punishmemthercisinfactagrcatdealofdoubtastowhethcr 
suchconductisrcallyfortheadwntageordisadvantagcof 
soeictyasawholc. lnsuchdoubtfulcascs,ourwayofdccid­
ing the mauer is, according to Sidgwick, not by intuition, 
but always by an appeal to consequences. In the case of 
capital punishment we ask whether the CXC(:Ution of the 
criminalislikelytohavcgoodorbadcoruequeneestoour 
socictya.sawholc 

Sidgwick appears to have been right in holding that such 
gcncral rules of morality are often not given by direct in· 
tuition but arc generalizations. They may, however, be 
~ncralizationsofotherkindsthantheteleologicalgenerali-za­
tionoftypc:sofconductwhichleadtoadwntagcousresults. 
They may, for example, be generali-zations of the particular 
intuitions which wen: described in our last section. If a 
pc:tron repeatedly has had the intuition in particular cases 
thattospcakthetruthinthisparticularcaseisright,itwill 
bco;anvcnientforhimtomakcfromtheseparticularinsights 
a general rule that troth·speaking is always right, whatever 
its consequences maybe. 

Two objections to the view that the sole standard or:-::norality 
is our intuition of the rightness and wrongness of classes of 
actioru may be mentioned. (i) This view ignores the fact 
thatwhatgivesmora\valuctoanactionisoften the spirit in 
whichthcactionisdnneasmuchastheactualactionitsclf. 
Speakingthctrothinaspiritofcnmityormaliccisccrtainly 
morallyinfcriortowhatSt. Paul calls 'speaking the truth in 
love'.• It may be that on closer examination our intuition 
provestobcthatallactionsofacertaintypedoncinaccrtain 
spirit are right, but, in judging the spirit of an action, we 
generally take into account its intended consequences, and 
most intuitionim are at pains to deny that consequences 
affect thcrightno:ss or wrongness ofactiom. (ii) This view 

'Ephe;ian,iv.ts. 
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takes insufficient account of the circumstances in which an 
action is done. h is surely more wrong to tell a lie in giving 
evidenceinacourllhanindesttibingone'sfuhingexp!oits 
in lhcsmoke·roomafterdinncr. llha.alrcadybeensug· 
gested that one factor in making an aetion good is that 
it filS the circumslan= in which it is done perhaps in some ~ 
unique moral way that can only be known by intuition. 
General intuitions can obviously take no account of this 
uniqucfactorinparlicularactions. 

Inspitcofthcseobjeetionsitmaybcthcca•c,a•wcshall 
suggcstinthcncxtchapter,thatccrtaintypesofactionsare 
opposedtowhatwcshallthcncallthelawsofnatureandarc 
so f.·w wrong actions, and that every man has, however vaguely, 
intuitions of these Jaws of nature. To tell lies may in this 
way always tend to be wrong, although in some circumstances 
stillstrongcrobligationsmaymakcacourscofactioninvolving 
falsehoodthebestcourscpossiblc. Mostpcoplc,whobclicve 
that in present circumstances war and capital punishlncnl 
arc morally justifiable, would also admit that war and capital 
punishment should be abolished as soon as circumstances 
permit, and thissurclyiml"liesan insight that in an ideal 
society they would be bad. When our general intuitions 
arcvalid,theyarcprobablynotgencraliz.alionsfromparticular 
intuitions,asothcrwisctheywouldrctainasubjectivequality 
which might lessen their objective validity; and they arc 

fo~~;bL~ n::r!~~~i~ti'h:Sv!ro8~c~~:e:::~~:,a~~~ 
conS~:qucnccs depend so largely on circumstances as to make 
generalization impossible. They are probably, in so far 
asthcyarcvalid,intuitionsofnaturalrclationsornatural 
laws, butwiththcseweshalldcal!ater. Thecriticofgcneral 
intuitionsiscertainlyrightinholdingthattheordinaryman 
apprehends these laws vaguely, and expresses them in· 
accurately. 

§6. Unilln'Sallntuitioru 
The view that ethical principles arc reached by intuition 

is not an cthicalthcoryofthc moral standard, but a philo· 
sophica\theoryastohowwcreachunivcrsaltruths. Inuni· 
vc:r.salintuitionswhatweknowintuitivelyisnotthcrightness 
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or wrongness of particular actions or of classes of actions, 
but some rule or principle which may assist us directly or 
indircctlyindis~eringwhcthcranactionisrightorwrong. 
It has been a common, if ovcr·simplific:d, view to hold that 
therearetwotheoritsofknowkdgc,an inductive: theory that 
wcbcginwiththeobscntationofparticular facts and on the 
basisoftho:scproc«dtomakcgcneralizationsintheformor 
universal statement<, and a deductive: theory that we begin 

f:ui~~~;1f~ -:~ch"~:;'c~o~;h;:;~.,f;;nti~!~:~~~~~ 
infem:d. Few would deny that observation with the help 
ofOIU" sense-organs plays some part in the acquisition of 
knowledge; what i'l generally in debate is whether :anything 
raorc than observation and generalization is required. For 
cxample,fromourfrcq\lcntlyrcpcatcd observations of men 
dyingandthecomplctcabscnceofcontradictoryobscrvations 
we conclude that all men are mortal. It may be that by this 
purely empirical or inductive method we can reach statements 
ofthetypeusedinthcdescriptivescicncessuchas'Allbodics 
ht:avierthanair tend to fall to the ground', ahho\lgh many 
philosophcn would hold that even here something more than 
ITICI'eOI!senlationisinvolved. By mere observation however 
we can never reach statement< which imply the ideas of 
nco;cssityorobligatorines.s,forexamplcthcethicalstatements 

~!r~~~~:n1:!~:~:~;~~ :~:!:s~~~!~1~~~i~~ 
'mwt' or'o~,tght' in its prcdicr.tc. So if we are to maintain 
that ethics i'l a normative science providing universal rules 
<U to what ought to be done, we must reject the p~,trc]y em­
piricalthcoryofknowlcdge. Theotheralternativeistomake 
etbiesintoadeso;riptiveorpositivcsciencc. 

The deductive theory in its eommonest form holds that all 
our knowledge depends on abstrnct principles that arc known 
by intWtion; the widest of these principles js the law of 
contradiction in logic. If we are to n:tain ethics as a nonna­
tive science, a theory of ethics must involve the intuitive 
knowlcdgeofeertaintrutlu. Evenatheoryopposed tornost 
formsofintWtiornlikchedonimlmustbcginwithanintuition 
thatpleasurcoughttobcpursw:d or that only actions which 
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causep\casurecanbcrigh(;(hcresccms(obcnoo(hcrway 
thanintuitionofdiscovcringthecemralprincipleofhcdonism 
oranyothercthicaltheory,foritisaprinciplcthatwemust 
see to be self-evidently true. Yet, here as elsewhere, then: is 
nothinginfallibleaboutintuition. Inlogicandmathcmatics, 
abstract principles known intuitively are onlyjus!i6cd or 
con6rmcdasvalidbythcirpowcrofmakingourcxpcricnc;e 
intelligible. It is as we npply the law ofcon(radiction to 
experience that we a1·e con6rmcd in our belief in the im­
possibility of two contradic(ory $1atements being (rue. In the 
samcwaythcin(uitionofamoralprinciple,forcxamplethat 
l•appinessisthcsolcgood,canonlybcheld tobcvalidwhcn 
ithascomcthroughthctcstofourmoralcxpcricnce. Ifit 
explainsthefactsofthemorallifcandifitisnotcontradictcd 
in :111y way by other principles which appear to be nce<:ss.~ry 
implieationsofmorality,thcnandonlythenc.~nitbeacccpted 
as a valid p-rinciple. lt maybe the case that a man cannot 
hclpbclievinginwhathcsccsintuitiwlytobehuc, but for 
his intuition to bcacccptcd by ethical science it must be 
tested both by its comP"tibility with other intuitinns, and 
especially the particular intuitions mentioned in an earlier 
section, and by its ability togh·c a consistcntexplanationof 
moral experience. So long as men generally r"gardother 
thingsthanhappincssasgood,andsolongasthcrearerangcs 
ofmoralcxpericncethateannotbc.,xplaincdbythehypo-

:~~ih~~n':ni:~t~o~~~~~~a~~~th~!,'~~::c~h~1i~~~;~i.on 
§7. C(lllc/usiM 
Whatsc!".·iccsdocsintuitionr~ndcrtocthies? Muchthat 

appearstobcintuitionissimplyanautomaticreactionthatis 
the result of moral experience. just as the practised workman 
makesamovemcntathistradcwithoutdelibcration,sothe 
practised moral agent se<:S directly the right 1hing to do or 
therightruletofollowinaparticularcase. Thcrcappearto 
be, however, certain fonns of intuition where it is to some 
dcgrccindependcntofrc:uoningandexpcricncc. (i)lnthe 
caseofP"rticularaction•thequalitywhichwe have called 
'moral fiuingn=' to the particular circumstanCL'$ seems to 
be known intuitively and not directly analysable into any 
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:r':~~~~~~~C:::~'~o b:~~~~~~~i~~~/~h!~ec;r~ino~~:;~f 
actionareorarenotinaceordaneewiihwhatwehaveca.Jied 
1he 'laM ofno~ture'. (iii) Certain ethical notions, and in 
particular the notion of 'ought'-ness or obligaloriness, 
cannot be dis.:ovcrcd by mere ouuide observation. The 
notion of'ought'-ness must be in some way or other intui1ively 
apprehendo:d,althoughit may only become explicit to our 
miruhthro~,~ghexpericncc,andmust beconsislentlyapplietl 
loupcricnce. Thiswouldapplytoallelhical notions and 
principlcswhich1ppcar tobcknownint ... itivcly. 

,, 



Chapter VIII 

§1. The Mtalting of LAw 
Jn ordin<~ry life we arc familiar with two kinds of laws, the 

la\\sofourcountryandthclawsofnature. Thcformermay 
becallcdpolilica/laws;theyar<:ordersmadebyasovcrcign 
govctnmcnttoallitssubjcctsortoallofacertainclassofits 
subjects. The subjects may disobey these laws but, if they 
doso,thcyrcnderthcm:;clvcs]iabletobcpunishcd. lfthcrc 
isnopunishmentforthebreakingofalaw,thelawvcrysoon 
losesolliuauthorityoverthoscwhodonotwillinglyobscrvc 
it. Political Jaws differ from country to country and from 
time to time. New circumstances bring new laws; in time of 
""ar, for example, we find new laws dealing with national 
registration, rationing, and the power to commandeer 
property. Some, but not all, political laws deal with matters 
con~ming morality; murder, for example, is forbidden both 
by the political laws ofmOllt countri..s ond by moral pn::cepts. 

J~~:~~:fv~:'t'e;t;t~~:.ay~ls:a~ ~~~~;,;~~~~~~:\~:~ 
hold universally between events in the real •~orld as, for 

;~~{~~~~~~~i~,Edt:7!:::~;:1~~~l~::.~~~:rE 
thetclationofcauscandeffcctarelawsofthemostscientilic 
t..ind, butwcshallargveinalatersectionthatitsccm:;hardly 
righttothinkthattherearenootheruniversalrelationsthan 
rclationsofcauseilndeffcct,andthatthetcrm'lawofnature' 
·wouldbccquallyappropriateinthc~ufothCTuniversal 
relations. Scientiliclawsdilfctfrompoliticallawsinbcing 
statements of fact and not commands, so that while it is 
possible todisobcyapoliticallawit is impossible to disobey 
a •~ientific law, if it be really valid, even in the figurative 
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sense of producing an cxc~ptinn toiL Sckntilic l:tws, if 
valid,cannotbcchangcd,althoughofcourscthcymayhavc 

E:f~?!i~~!:~ffagr:~~;~~:t;~~~if~:Jl~~~~:~ 
r.:~~~k:~ !~,,~;.~:~~;c~:~~ ~~-:,•,~i~~~fi~,~~~~~ ~i~d~"T~~~ 
namc'law'wasgivcntothelawsofnatureinall probability 
because it was tllought tllat these, too, were commands of 
Godthccn:ator,orthcordcrsthatHehadgivcnforthccon­
structionofthcunivt:rsc. 

ln()otllpoliticalandscicntificlawstllercmaybea<liffcrcnce 
inthcrnugcofthc application of the law. Some political 
]a,., for tl<Bmplc the laws dealing with murder, apply. to 
all the citizens of a country indiscriminately; others, for 
uample the laws dealing with income-tax, apply only to " 
limitcdg<oupofpc:ople,inourexamplcthosewithanannual 
income a()ovc a certain amount. Similarly, some scientific 
laws, like the l.1w of gravitation, appear to be absolutely 
univcWllin their application and there is a tcnd~n~y to limit 
tile term 'Jaws of nature' to such absolutely universal law•. 
Other scientific laws hold only under certain conditions; 
for example the Jaw of t.Ialthus that population tends to 
e~cccd the means of subsistence held in the conditions pre-

:~~~~~~ ~~:~~i~~ \~e r~:~r ~~~~"'C~~~ ~~~~;~ t:~ i!nd:: 
not hold in the conditions prevailing in Western Europe or 
North America to·day. So in the case of scientific laws we 
may distinguish bth\ttll universal laws ot• laws of nature 
holding unconditionally, and AyJMIAdi(al scientific l<1wa 
holdingunderccrtaincondilioos. 

The German philosopher Kant u!ltd the n:>.me 'hypo> 
thctital imperalive'' for something which appears to be 
~notherkindoflaw, and "hieh has more of the nature of~ 
command or political law than a statement of fact. The 
builder, if he wishes to erect a permanent building, has to 
obey C(T(ain rules. These rules are dictated partly by the 

1 Kant: F~mdQJnrnlol Prin<i/>lts oflh& Mtloph.JSI"< of Mord{s, Second 
Seccion ]Abbvu,p.]>). 
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nature of the materials he is wing, for they will differ in a 
brick and in a stone building, and partly by the object at 
which he is aiming, for they will differ when the builder is 
building a cathedral to lnst for centuries and when he;, 
building a temporary shelttT. Hypothetical laW!I of this 
kindappearto=emblepohticallawsinthefactthatthey 
can be disobeyed, but,iftheagentdisobeysthem,hewillnot 
auain satisfactorily the object at which he is aiming. And, as 
we have seen, such hypothctieallaW!I require to take into 
account the facts of nature; thelawsofbuildingnccd to take 
intoaccountthenatureofthcmaterialbcingwcd. Indeed, 
thercally'hypothetieal'partofsuchalawisreallyascientific 
Jaw of a limited kind; it is a statement of the. means that will 
always bring about a ecrtain end, or the causc that will 
always produce a certain effect. The laws of building or 
an:hitecture, for c:<amplc, arc statements of the ca\I$CS dun 
will always produce certain effects in building. What gives 
them the appearance of commands or political law:s is the 
fact that somehody, the builder himself or a ewtomer, halo, 
by a wish or a command, ordered the erc<;tion oft he building. 
At the most, the laws of architecture arc what Laird called 
•subordinate imperatives', or commancb which are not 
commanded in their own right, but only dcriw.tively becallSC 
something else is commanded. If a builder ac~p19 the 
obligationtobuildahowe,hcacccptsthcobligationswhieh 
followfromitincludingthcobligationtoobcythelawsof 
archit«ii.trc. 

In the science of economics we lind examples of the three 
kinds uf law which we have •o far mentioned. Eeonomia 
containsscientifielaws,mostlyofthehypothcticalkind,whieh 
holdonlyundcrecrtainconditions,c.g.thclawofsupplyand 
demand, that the price of a commodity tends to rise with an 
increase in demand or a decrease in supply. EconomiC! is 
concerned with political laws, such as regulations made by a 
governmentcontrollingprieesandrenu. ltalsoi•eonccmed 
Jargelywithwh:>tKantcalled'hypotheticallaws'andlaird 
called '•ubordinatc imperatives';' it provido rule.,. for 
cxamplc,astowhatpeopleshoulddoifthcywishtoinen.n$t> 
the national wealth. 

'Laird:AS/uJyi!lloJOMITit<ory,p.4~-
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Some \'ITiters refer to these hypotheliC<ll imperatives :u 
normative laws, but others confine the term 'normative 
law' to rules which hold universally for all men, not merely 
for builders or money-makers or any other limited group of 
people. We may eallthtsc 'dominant imperatives' to which 
the 'subordinate imperatives' are instrumental. Some people 
holdthattherearcnosuchimperativcs;wesimplyhaveour 
own desires or the orders of other people including govern-

~:~tf~r':~:de!ir~h~0o~~s ~:"w~~rt~d:;~~~ f:fr~~~~~~; 
orinsofaras weare compelled to obey the commands of 
othcr.;,andthescsubordinateimperativesareinvolvedinour 
doing so. The most likely cases of rules holding uncon­
ditionallyanduhiversallyor,asKantcallcdthem,categorkal 
imperativts,aretherulesprovided by ethics and by religion, 
and these have the best claim to be called normative laws. 
Somepeopleha~triedtoputtherulesofaesthetiesandthe 
rule~ of logic on the ume level as the rules of ethics and of 

;~~;~~~~~.,.,{1 ~ ~r~~~:~~ ;!~h: :~j: ;h.," b~~~~~fui1, ~~~~if 
thereis,itisalmostcertainlyamoralobligationtobejustified 
on ethical and not on aesthetic grounds. Similarly it appears 
that obedience to the laws of logic is not obligatory for a 
writer of a fairy tale ora comic opera, whose aim is the enter­
tainment of others and not truth. If there is an obligation 
of some kind on everyone to di!COver and know the. truth it is 
certainlyamoralobligation. ThecaseofthelawsC:religion 
ismoredifficult;theyappcartobemoredefinitclyregardcd 
as political laws or commands th01.n the laws of morality, for 
they are e;cplidtly held to be the commands of God. 

Kant distinguished three kind< nf normative laws which 
he called imperatives or commands.' (i) There is, 11.11 we 
have already seen, thehyj>DIIulicalimptralillt, which only holds 
for groups of people who, under certain conditions, have 
certainend.sinview,as,forcKamplc, thelawsofarcbitccture. 
(ii) There is the lJSStrlorial imJwalillt. There are certain ends 
about which we can asstrlthat everybody seeks them, so that 
the hypothetical rules for attaining such ends would be 

1 Kant: Fumlamt~lall'ri~"plrs 'If Mtlaphysi<s <if Morals, Secti<>n II 
(Ai>bon'stranslation,pp.31-33)· 
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uni,·cnallyapplicablc,butuoulo:lstilll.J<:t..<Jno.litiuual,lx:causc 
they only hold because oflhc condition that people ~eek these 
ends. Kant held tbatwccanaS!!crtlhata\1 men naturally 
sccl<bappiness,soallrulnwhicharctobcobservedinorder 
toattainhappinessareasscrtoriallaws. Manypeoplchold 
thatallthclawsofmoralityarclawsofthistypc;forcllample, 
hedonists hold that they are rules for auaining pleasure. 
(iii) There is the cafegorieol imperative which hold• uncon­
ditionallyandunivcnally,andK.antconsidercdthatthcrnoral 
law is thennlylawofthiskind. Morallawsdonntdepcnd 
on the c:mls at which men aim like the laws of architecture 
or of economics or even the univenal:l$SCl"IOrial laws of how 
torcacbhappiness. InthiswayKantdenicdalltclcological 
thcori.,.ofcthics, which hold that an action is right because 
itleadslocertainconscquenccs. Itisthcsamctruththatis 
expressed in Kant's statement: 'There is nothing good widl.­
out qualification except a good wilL' All other apparent 
forms of goodness depend on conditions, and so theru!Cll for 
attaining them arc hypothetical, but the command to will 
what is good is categoricaL Three n:marks may be made 
aLout this. (a) K.an1's term 'categorical imperative' implies 
that the moral law is a command made by somebody. Kant 
himself, in certain passage., regarded i1 as a comm;~.nd of God,• 
and it aroused in him 1hc same emotion of n:ligious awe a.. 
the sight oflhe starry heavens aroused in the Psalmist. Kant 
himself;~te: 'Two 1hings fill the mind with ever new and 
inc:rea.singadmiratioll""and;~.we ... thestarryhcavcnsabovc 
and the moral law within.'• The term 'imperative' certainly 
emphasize. the a.spc<:tofobligatOI·inessin the moral law in 
which it resembles the command of a legally constituted 
authority. (b) The difficulty of Kanl's view is to know how a 
good will wills or what, in concrete eases, the categorical 
imperative telts\LStodo. Mo.tpcoplcwouldacceptitasa 
c~tcgorical rule always to will what is good, but this gives 
wnoguidanccutowhatthcdccisionisinp;<rticularactsof 
wining. {c) It may be doubted whether the moral law or 

1 Kant: Di~l•<li< of Purc Pr~tliea/ Rt/Uo~, II, v (Abbott'• traiii­
Iation, p. ~26). 

'K;~.nt: Dilllotlic of P11r. Prostlit~l RtiU"": Con&lusio~ (Abbott'o 
1ranslation,p.260). 
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any othn so-c;ollcd c.~tcgori<:al imperative is absolutely un· 
o;opditional. The moral law is obliptory only for rational 
beings, so it is subject to one condition, namely that of being 
appuhended by a :rational mind. Kant himself, as we shall 
ICC later, realized this when he said that the moral law mll!t 
be such that a man can impose it on himself. 

Among people who arc not philosophio;a.lly minded one 
of tho: most eoDtmon views of moral laws is that they are 
commands given by God to men by means of some special 
revelation like the laws of MOSC9 which were revealed to him 
on Mount Sinai. This view has bun accepted by many 
moralists, including the English philosopher Paley, who held 
that in moral obligation the command comes from God.• 
The theist, who believes in God's moral government of the 
univCI'SC', i:s bound to hold that moral laws arc part of God's 
provid~:ntial arrangement for mankind, but he may also hold 
that these laws would still be valid, even if God had not 
commanded them. In mentioning 'theological naturalism' 
v;e havealrPadysuggcstcd that when we say that what i• 
right is commanded by God we arc not defining 'right', 
but telling a new fact about it. At the same time it must be 
admittcd ... ithPaleythatthch}•pothcsisofamorallawbcing 
commanded by God is one of the simplest explanations of 
thatobligatorin<:SSwhichwcha·!Csecn to bcan.=ntial 
element in the moral judgement, It is possible" chat the 
other clements in the moral judgement like 'value' and 'moral 
finingncss' may be cxplain.~blc in other terms, but that the 
element of 'obligatorincss' comes from the fact that what is 
right or good is commanded by God. Even if we accept 
this we ha\-c still to discover what makes a right action right 
and so worthy of lxing commanded by God. 

At the level of cwtomary morality when the tribe has a 
complctcall-round,or what we would now call a' totalitarian', 
inAu~ncc on the individual, it is easy to identify the moral 
law wilh the law nf the tribe. It is the command of the chief 
or of the elden or, at a more advanced stage, of the duly 
constituted government. This view, however, cannot be 

1 Paley: PTintipl« of Alo•al nt>d Politieo/ PhiltuoJ>hJ, Bk. It, Ch. 2. 
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held when conscience t"lls an individual that he is not to 
obcythclawofh.iscounuy,andlhc',onscientiowobjeclor' 
byhisactdcniesthisviowofmorality. Torcgat"dpolitical 
law a. more binding morally than thcvoiccofconscien~ 
is altogether opposed 10 the conunon-scnsc view oflhc matter. 
The fact that politial 'odes vary from country to country, 
and in lhe same <::ountry from time to time, separates them 
from 1hcmorallaw whi,hhas been genCTally consid~ to be 
absolute and un,hanging. Some kgislaton have indeed 
thoughtthatthc:irspecialtaskistoapplythcunivo:nal 
rnorallawtoth.,parlicularconditioruoftheircountryintlu:ir 
legal <::Ode. 

Thneare<::ertaindifficultiesofthcwholccona:ptionofthc 
standard as lawbroughtoutmo.~tclearlyinthclimitatioru 
of political laws. (a) While politial laws, and univo:nal 
commands generally, can deal with moral mat ten in a negative 
way,asinforbiddingmurdc:rorthcfl,thcyareoftcnincapable 
ofdealingwithpositiV<:moralduties,likethedutiesofllcne­
volcnce, which depend so much on the individual's position 
and circu.mst.ances. (b) While political laws, and laws 
gener:ally, can command or forbid ""t~rnalactions,thcycan 
do litt.le or nothing to ensure that the action is done or 
~frainedfrominthcrightspirit,andthc'right•pirit'isvery 
lmporto.nt for morality at the level of conscience. {c) 

=~~~:~~~~; ~~::i~~~r:~~., .. ~~E:'~~E 
cannot be commanded by law. These limitations, which arc 
so oonspicuowinthe case of political law, would apply to 
every fonn of moral standard, which takes the form thai all 
people or all pcoplcofaC»rUingroupoughttndna<::ertain 
thing, and lhis is just what we mean by the standard as law. 

§3. Tlu! MorDI L11w liS lJ Lllw of Nulurt 
When we talk of the 'nature' of a person or thing we may 

rne:r.n any one of tlu"ec tllings. (i} We may mean the 
primitive or original naJure, referring to those characteristics 
the person or thing had in some earlier period of history 
whcnitwasfirstcalledbyiuprcscntname. ltisinth.isscnse 
lhat Rousseau and other moralists advocated a rc\1,1rn 10 
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nature or to the simpler fonn of life that our ancestors arc 
supposed to have lived. There are few or no grounds in 
historyforholdingthatprimitivewaY"ofliving~remorally 
supaiortothoseinvogueatthep=entday. lnanycase 
itiscertainlynotthefaetoftheirbeingprimitivethatmakes 
them morally •upcrior. (ii) We may mean by the nature of 
a person or thing wha~ it actually is at the present time. 
WhcnW<:say<hatitisthcnaturcofadogto'ba.rkandbitc' 
we are me-rely asserting in other worcb that most dogs do 
nonnallybarkand bite. If this be themeaningof'nature', 
it would be ab!urd to say that it is anyone's duty to 'live 
according to nature'; il would merely amount to telling 
him to do what he is doing. (iii) By the nature of a thing 
or a ~n we may mean its ideal nature. Many people 
would say that we arc now talking of something unreal, 
somethingthatcannotbehandledbytheordinarymcthods 
ofdcscriptivcsdcncc. Yctscientiststhe=lvesarcconstantly 
describingthcidralnatureofthings. Inthcordlnarytcxt• 
booksofzoologyadescriptionisgivenofthccharaetcristic.s 
of an animal of a ccrlain species; bu1 the field naturalist 
knows that the actual specimens which he finds all vary in some 
way or other from the type described in the text-books. If 
he were to lind, for example, a leopard answering exactly 
lothedeseriptionofthc leopard in thetexl·book he would 
saythatthisisapcrfectlcopardorthatt~iswhataleopard 

:~~t~~~cc!~ia~~~uf;:h:o. :d:i :::~~;.aot=ea~:.~ 
of this kind. Tho•e who regard the moral laws as a law of 
naturearcmaintainingthattherulesofmoralityarerulcs 
by obeying which man would auain his ideal nature and ideal 
natural relations between himself and nthcrs. It is in thi• 
thirdsensethattheconccptof'naturc'isrelcvantfor 
ethics. 

S<>mc of the Greek sophists held that morality was a mere 
convention ~tablished for human c<>nvcniencc, and the 
Epieureanstookthcviewthatjwtiecisonlyanameforan 
:urangement devised br men for the purpose ofseeuring 
their own happiness. The school of Soerato:s, however, 
re~edmoralitya!natural,somcwhatinthcthirdsenseof 
thelastparagraph,amltheStoicsheldexplicitlythatthc 
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virtuous life is the life 'no;co•·ding to n~nuc', naLurc bting 
governed by one univcnal law which is fundamentally 
rational. Cicero expressed the Stoic view in its developed 
fonn in the following paw~gcs: 'True law is right reason in 
agreement with ni\tu•·e; it is ofnnivrrsal applie.-uiun, un­
changingandcvcrlasting;itsummonstodutybyilsdcn•ands 
and averts from wrong-doing by its prohibitions.' 'We 
cannot bcfrccdfromit,obligationsbys~natcorpcoplf,and 
we need not look outside ourselves for an cxpoundr.ror in­
tcrprctcrofit.'' 'ThclawisnotonelhingatRomc,another 
at Athens, but is etem~l and immutable, the e><prcssion of 
thccommandandsovereigntyofGod.' 1 Some of the Stoic 
writersspokeasifthislifehadbeenactuallylivedbymanin 
prim.itivcdays(orasifidcalnatun::wereidcnticalwithprimi­
tivcnaturc),butothersofthcStoicssawthedifl""crcntcbetwc:cn 
thcprimitivelife,whichatitsbc-stisalifcofinnocenccdueto 
ignorancc,andthcStoiclifcaccordingtonaturc,whichisa 
lifclivcdinfullconsciousnessofwhatisrationalandcon­
sequcntlyright. 

The view of the mor;~.l law as " law of nature was adopted 
somewhat hesitatingly by Chrislian thinkers who regarded 
goodness as a maucrofsupcrnaturalgrao;c ratherthnnof 
natural law, butthc law of nature had a fundamental place 
in the syslcmofthc greatest of medieval philosopher3, St. 
ThoznasAquinas(1225-1274)· Aquinastaughtthatnatural 

~:a\sli~~o~=n ~::;a~":! ~~~it~!~~~~~~.~~~::~ 
actual worldwherc all his social n::lationsarc to be ordered 
according to the law of God. Natural law is a judgement 
touching what is right, a judgement necessarily Rowing from 
the Divine being, and unalterably determined by the nature 
of things as they cKist in God.• God's ctcrn;~.l]aw is the 
commandofHisdivinercason,andsofarasthcknowledgc 
ofthislawcanbesh.~re<lbyhumann::asoo,itis what we call 
n;~.tural law. Otho:r animals may shaTC in God's eternal law 
in so far as they follow it instinctively, but man shares in it 
bywayofknowingit,anditisthisctunallaw,insofaras 

'Cicero: Rtj>uh/ie, iii. o~. 
1 Ciceco: fcom L.rrtnnliur Dioir111rum lrululromun, d. II. 
• Gierke. Tc. Maitland; TMorin of lh< Mtdd/e Ages, p. 172. 
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weknuwlt, ti>at,.ccall the law of nature.' Because of the 
limitations of our knowledge of the etemal law, humnn law 
(whleh-haveeallcdpolltieallaw) i• needed to teach us 
our particular duties, but our human codes of law must 
nt:Y<T be: opposed in anyway to the law of nature which is 
part of the eternal law of God. A modem theist might say 
that God >:<Instructed the physical universe on principles 
whlcll arc imperfectly known to the scientists ns scientific 
Jaws or laws of nature; similarly, Aquin:ts held that God 

;tncipr:~ ;~~ .. ~~:·:0 ~:~1• '!"~~=~r. .. :;:: :e:~~w ~~~if..": 
of nature. 

Among English thinkers of the sc:vente<:nth and cighte<:nth 
centuries the Cambridge Platonists held that the Jaws of 
morality are part of the fundamental structure of reality, 
buttheclea..,tandmostsuggestivcstatcmcnt ofthc'law 
of nature' in Engli5hcthic;si•that of Samuel Clarke (1675-
17~9).1 Clarkcregardedthcunivcrscasconstitutcdbymoral 
rclatioruanalogoustothecausalrelationsofthephysieal 
universe. There are necessary and eternal relations, both 
eausalandmoral,whlchdiff<TC"ntthingo.beartooncnnothcr, 
aod there follow from t~ relations the 'fitness and unfitness 
oftheapplieationofdifferentthingsordiffercntrelationsone 
to anothe-r'. Accordingly, natural fitnesses are expressed 
in Clarke's four principles of piety to God, of equity and of 

:",';!~c:n!0t:'!~r.on~:~l~~;-=':;a:.:l ;:rw:o~t~~~ 
relationships. In Clarke's own words 'there is a fitness or 
suitableness of certain circumstances and an unsuitablcn= 
olothen,foundedinthenaturcofthingsandinthequalifica· 
tiOUll of persoru, nnteccdent to nll positive appointment 
whatsoever'. All men agree in their judgements of such 
fitness and unsuitableness as they agree concerning the 
brightnessofthcsunorthewhitencssofsnowand,sofaras 
people are reasonable, they guide their conduer by these 
relatiom of things. Natural uncorrupted man would always 
doso,butourimlllonalimpulscsleadusintoCl'Tor. Clarke 
mighthavehcld,foreumplc,thattherelationofobedicncc 

'Aquin"': s~mm~ TMQ/ogitlJ, II. I. gt. r, 2. 
1 S. Clarke: Di1<~rst ~J>ml Nal~raf Rtligi•n. 
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betwccnchildrenandtheirparen«isanccnsaryandctcmal 
relation, and we would all admit that there would be somc­
thing'unnatural'inamorallawwhichc:njoinedparentsto 
obey their children. Again, there is a natural fitness in 
answering a question with the troe answer; to lie without 
rcasonwouldbcin.somcscnseunnatural. \Vhcnamodern 

~~:~i~~n;r ~~ ~~~~P;r~~ve;;Ji"::;;~,.\~;~~'he :: 
making a statement that is repugnant to the commonsense 
ofmostpeoplc. Thegroundoftbisrcpugnanccissurelythat 
c><tra-marita\ intcrcounc:: is unnotural or unfitting in our 
human social relationships. 

Onefundamcntalvicwwhichismaintaincdbythetheory 
ofthemoralstandardasalawofnatureisthatmoralityis 
objective. It may be admiued as we have already seen, that 
different civilizatioru and different age have had slightly 
d.iffcrcntmoralities,butthcyhavenevcrhadentirelydiffcrent 
moralities. Mr. C. S. Lewis puts it in this way in his Br!HJd­
C4fl Talks: 'Think of a country where people wercadmirM 
forrunningawayinbanlc,orwhcreamanfeitproutlofdoublc­
crossing<dl thepeoplcwhohadbcenkindesttohim. You 
might just as well try to imagine a country where two and two 
madcfivc. Menhavediffcredasrcgardswhalpeoplcyou 
ought to be unselfish to-whether it was your own family 
or your fellow-..;itizcn or everyone. But they have alwa}'J 

~C:~v~a:..,::uad~~~'d.'' ;uu~a~~~cT~ ~~~~~C:: 
you should have one wife or four. But they have alwa}'J 
agreed that you muatn't simply have any woman you liked.'• 
The objective nature of morality is proved a little more 
lcicntificallybythcfactthatwecan<lltddocomparediR'ering 
code:! of morality as better or wo=. To quote Mr. C. S. 
lA:wi• again: 'If no set of moral ideasweretruerorbctter 
thananyothcr,then:wouldbenosenscinprcfcrringcivilizcd 
morality to savage morality, or Christian morality to N"'':i 
morality';'therewouldbeindeednoscnseinsupposingthat 
suchathingasmoral progn:ssi•possible. Wemayta.eit 

I Stace: Co~/ of MM~Is, p. t881f. 
1 C. S. Lewis: Bro~de.u/ Tdlb,p. ''· 
•c.s.LcwO:op.cit.,p.•7· 
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thatlilereisanabsoluteunlversallaw,howe\"el"in"dequntcly 
it is known by w, underlying our moral judgements; the 
medieval moralists who laid emphasis on the law of nature 
wereverydcfinitethatthislawi.s only a limited if valid ex­
prCS$lonofthelawofGod,in.ofarasthatcan be known to 
our human minds. 

The moral law, however,;, not a law of nature in exactly 
the same s~nse in which the law of wavit:ui?n i< a law of 
nature. A mor:~l l:>wsays nol thai things arc always done, 
but that 1hey always ought to l>e done. It disting11ishes 
between certain naturaltendenci~• (which may in lhcmsclves 
be described in terms ofscienlific law) as ;ood, and other 
equally natural tendencies as bad. There is, however, a 
fact that links scientific law and moral law. The view of the 
moral standard as the law of nature points outlhat moral 
lawstakescicntificlaw:sinloaccount, that 1osome exlent 
theyarcbasedonscienlificlaws. ltisbccauseoflhcnatural 
dependenceofthechildonitsparcnts,ahoutwhicha.cicntific 
generalization can be made, that it is morally fitting that 
children should obey !heir parents. The scientific fact that 
the number of males and the number of females of the human 
specicsarcapproximatclythcsamcundcrnaturalconditions 
isafactthatcanbcwedasabasisforanargumcntinfavour 
(If monogamy. We arc not merely stnting that moral 
standardsmwttakcintoaccountthefactsofnalui"Cinthcir 

r(I~COlt\::~·~::1 ·~~~e ~a11k~ ~~e~t:~e~~~~"'~':n:.~~d~~d"?~ 
different ages. Weare also maintaining that the absolute 
moral Slandards themselVC!I arc bound up with universal 
tntths about human nature and its common relationship• 
t\·trywhcrc; in other words they nrc bound up with whnt 
modem science c:~ll' the laws of nature, and particulnrly 
lhc]a\\"Sofhumannaturc. ltmaybcsomcthingunivcr:.:tlin 
nat11n:: that enal.>lcs moral lnws to have that univ~~~~tity 
whichcntitlesthcmtobclcrmedlaws. 

Yet this is no! the •~hole $101")' of the mor:tl laws as laws of 
nalure. The moral finlngness of the conduct which is en· 
joinedbythemorallawsisarelationofauniquckindwhich, 
wesuggcstcdinourlastchaptcr,can~apprchcndedonly 
byaninluition. Professor C. D. Brnadsaysthatfiningncss 
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orunfittingnessisadircctcthicalrdationbctwccnanaction 
or emotion and thctotalcourscofcventsinwhichittakes 
place.• Moral fittingness need not be the only way in which 
an action can be good or right, but it is away that can be 
explained in terms of a natural relation, a relation that can 
begencralizcdasalawofnaturc, notofcourseascientific 
lawstatingarclationofcausation,butanethicallawstating 
a relation of moral fittingness. Attempts have been made to 
cxplaintltisrelationoffittingnessintennsofothcrn:lations. 
Evolutionists have maintained that good conduct is conduct 
by which a man adapts or filS himself to his environment, 
andsosecuresalongertermoflifeeitherforhimselforfor 
hisspccics,but,asweshallt«inalatcrchaptcr,mostpeople 
woulddcnythatsuchconduetisnecessarilygoodinamoral 
way. lfitbemorallygood,thatismen:lyanadditiona\fact 
aboutit. Again,goodconductmaybe<>swehavesugestcd 
inthcpreccdingchapterfittinginthcsenseofbcingaesthetic­
allybcautiful, bmwe had reason there to hold that moral 
fittingness is not identical with aesthetic fittingness. If 
thercarerclationsofmoralfittingnessintheuniversetheyare 
relations of a uniquckind;and,inordertomaintaintltcir 
rcality,weshal\needamet.aph)'lica\thcoryoftheuniversc 
otherthanthcmeehanicalonewhichholdsthateverything 
can be explained bythclawofcausationand the uniformity 
ofnature,orinothcr"-ordsthatthconlylawsofnatureare 
scicntific.la~statingcausalrclations. ltwillneedtobe 
amore,)iritualtheolj'oftheuniversemorelikethctheory 
ofPlatowhichheldthatthccentralfactabouttheuniversc 
isitsgoodncss. Weshallmakefullcrsuggestionsforsucha 
thcoryinourconcludingehapter, and shall againthcrcrefcr 
towhatisrcgardcdinthishookasthemostadcquatetheory 
of ethics, n<-mcly, that the moral law is a law of nature. 

On one point most upholdersofthcmoralstandardasa 
\awofnatun: have been agreed. Ft"Om the Stoics down to 
Clarkc,thcyhaveheldthatthelawofnaturchasbccnlmown 
byreason,andtltatthelifcacrordingtonatun:isalsothe 
lifeaceordingtorcason. Somehavchcldexpli<:i.t\ythatitig 
the fact ofthemorallawofnaturcbe.ingreasonablcthat 
makes it worthy of our obedience. In other wonls, the mo•·al 

1 llroad: Fiw T)'('<s~J Elhic~l Thrct)', p. 219. 
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law i!; not a sciemi6~ law like the law of gravitation, but a 
logical lawlike thelawofconttadiet.ion. It is this view in 
varying forms that we: shall deal with in then:maining part 
of this chapter. 

§4. TAe M.w<Zl Law ar 111Aw of Retz~on 
The view that the moraluandard is a law ofn:ason is often 

areaetionfromthevicwthatmoralitydependsonthefL..,lings 
of the maker of the moral judgement. It morality depends 
notonfeelingbutonreason,thcnitsstandardsarcobjeo;tive 
andunchanging. Wehaveseentoothattheviewthatthe 
morallawi.alawofnaturchasoftenb<:cnheldalongwith 
the view that nature is fundamentally rational. One fonn 
ofdlisthcoryisthatgoodact.ionsarcinsomesenseeonsistent 
"'tions. This view was expressed in an extreme form by 
Wollaston, a follower of Clarke.• Wollaston held that a bad 
actionisapracticaldcnialofthetruestateofaffairsandthat 
agoodactionisapracticalaffirmationofit. 'lfamanstca.ls 
a hone and rides away upon him,' he doc:; not 'consider 
him as being what he is' (lhal is, another man's horse), and 
'todcnythinpastheyareisthettansgrcssionofthcgrc.at 
law of our nature, the law of reason. '• All wrong-doing 
consists in affirming a falsl:hood. As Leslie Stephen put it: 
'Why a man should abstain from breaking his wife's head 
was that it was a way of denying that sh<: was hio wife.'" 
Mack=zie pointed out that it is true that a bad(2:Ct is in­
consistent; but it is inconsistent not with obje<:tiv<: fact, as 
Wollaston said, but with an ideaL• Stealing is bad not 
because it a.sseriS that another man's property is my own, 
but because it is inconsi..uent with an ideal relation betw<:en 
myselfandmyncighbour. 

In the next .sc~tion we shall see another form of wrongness 
being regarded as inconsistency. Kant argued that wh<:n a 
man do= a bad a~t.ion he is acting inconsistently in the sense 
that he himself is a~t.ing on a prin~iple which he is not 

1 Wollaston: TM REligion of Natu,., Scctioru I-VI. 
•Wollasoon,quotedbySotlcy:HiJI"'Y<IfEnclishP/,ilo<o#.;!,p.•r.6. 
•Stcpbcn:£,g/iJh~hlinlhtEightunthC..ntui)',Vol.l,p.130• 
1 Maclccnzic:MIJI!wl<lfEtMts,llk.II,Ch. 3, Pt. II,§••· 
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prepan:dtoletothersadoptasthcirprincip!e,anditisinthis 
inconslstencythatthebadnessofthcactionlies. 

ProftsSor H. j. Paton, in his book on Tho Good Will, has 
bid emphasis on coherence in willing. In the lower fonm 
of goodness, the actions of an individual fonn a coherent 
whole among themselves; in highu fO'I"ms of goodness they 
form a coherent system with the actions of the other members 
of one's own society, and in the highestfonru of goodness 
thcyformacohcrcnts)"'tcmwithallothcractsofwillingin 
the universe. Thcrc arc two aspects of Professor Paton's 
thcory,namely,thatgoodncssisacharactcristicofactsof 
willingandonlybelongstootherthing!insofarasthcyarc 
objects of such acts, and that the goodness of such acts of 
willingdcpcndsinsomcmcasurconthcircohercnceamong 
themselves. Profcs:;or Paton has not rnadc it dear whether 
thcreisagoodn=inwillingassuchapartfromitscohcrcnce. 
Thedistinctivclymor:llgoodatanyrateistobcfoundinthc 
willwhichisnotonlycoherentiniiSelfbutisalsocohcrent 
withsirniladycohcn:ntwillsinthcsocictyofwhichthcagent 
is a member. It is doubtful, however, whether coherence, 
taken by itself apart from the volitions which cohere, is of 
much moral value; for an act of willing to be good it is 
nccessarythattheactionwhichiswillcdshoulditsclfbcgood 
aawellasthatitshouldcohcrewithothcractsofwilling. The 
coherence in the poli~y of a group ofanarehists apparently 

~%~~~eo;~~li~fo~~"~hk~i?'.:C ji~~~ ";~~~~e:'h:n::: 
orgoodinsomcsma!lcrcomllinationsthatcoherenccaddsto 
thegoodncssofthepolicy. Thcgoodn=ofavolitiondocs 
not depend altogether on its coherence with other act• of 
willing; it depends largely on its own parti~ular content. 
Coherence of action or volition i<, of course, not identical 
withlogicalconsistency,althoughidcalistsarcindangerof 
making this confusion in ethics. Two actions arc nonnally 
sa.idtobccohercntwhcnthcpcrformanccofthconefaci\itates 
or at least doe< nothindertheperforman~ofthcothcr,and 
thcdegrceofcoherenceiothcdcgrcctowhichthetwoactiom 
mutually facilitate one another. We may say also that two 
acrionsarecohcrentwhcnthcydonotimplythatthcagent 
is making contradictory judgements of fact or acting on 
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contradictory principles of action, and in Lhis meaning 
cohuence~:a.conncxionwitblogical consistency. One 
cond.itionof:a.n:a.ctionbeing:rightormorallygoodislhatit 
ahouldcohcrcwiththeagcnt'aothcraction>and the actions 
ofothergoodpcoplcinboththescscnscsofcoho:rcnce,but 
thcre:a.reotherncc=aryconditions to be fulfilled before we 
eaneall:a.nactiongood. 

Thereasonforthi.sconditionisthcoldoncgivenforobeying 
thelawofnaturc,namdythatthcuniverseisfundamcntally 

:h~i~1~a~c';'';~":t~~i:~~ .:;.live according 10 nature' we too 

§5. The Theory ojK4111t' 
Kant'sfirstprincipleisthat 'there is nothing in the world 

orevcnoutofitthateanbcealledgoodwithoutqualification 
except a good will'. Kant illustntes thU principle in two 
way!.' (i) He points out that the 'gif\5 of fortune', ta\cn\5 
andworldlywisdomarcgoodonlyoncond.itionthatthcyare 
used by a goodwill. They arc not good if they exist quite 
alone; and when wealth or intelligence is used by a bad will, 
the evil ofthewholeoituationioincrca.cdand not lessened. 
ltisafactthatweordinarilyspeakofwealthandintclligence 
asgoodthinp,but,accordingtoKant,thisisnotthecll.Se 
unless they arc being used by a good will. {It is possible 
that when v.-e eall them good we arc u•ing the word 'good' 
insomeothtrmeaningthan the ethical one.) «C."" course, 
wealth and intelligence, as used by a good will, are good. 
Professor C. D. Broad holds that what Kant's exa.mp\1:9 prove 
i1thatthinpwhichareintrinsical\ygood (that is, gooc\even 
iftheyexistallalone),alwayscontaingoodwillasonee\cmc-.t 
intheirrnakc-up.• Kant hi.....,]f~n>~intainedthat happiness 
iagoodwhenitiltheconsequenceofvirtuc$0that'virtue· 
nun-happineu' io an intrinsically good whole. Kant's 
langua~certainlysuggcsuthat the goodness here docs not 
dependontheprcseno;cofagoodwill, butonthcfa<:tthat 
the happiness ill demved; yet good will is present in the fonn 
K.:.~ ~~o_:D~Qftv{JI<> Df Etltico/ nnry (Konl). ). W. Scott: 

'Kant: F~/ Prindpla of Mtlllf;hyna of MO<ols, Sect. I 
(Abbott'otranolation,p.9). 

'C. D. Broad: F,.. 1)pao.f£tJ.i<J TM<J,y, p. ''7· 
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ofvirtuc. (ii) Kant'sotherillustrationgoesfurtherinmain­
taining that a good will is it>dfan intrinsically good whole, 
for it isgoodevenwhenite~tistsquitealone. Kant wrote: 
'lfwithitsgreatcstefforts (the goodwill) should yet achieve 
nothing, and there should remain only the good will (not 
to be sure a mere wish, but the summoning of all means in our 
power),then,likeajewcl, itwouldstillshinebyitsownlight, 
asathingwhichhasitswholevalueinilsclf.'' hisnotin 
intrinsicgoodncssthatKantwasinterestcd,forwithhimthc 
good will might bcitselfpanofthcwholeorthccomplete 
whole. Hcspokerathcrofthegoodwillasbeingalwaysand 
unconditionallrgood,andbyunconditionallygoodhemeant 
goodwithwhate•craccompanimcntsitisfound. 

The problem for Kant was: 'What is it that makes good will 
good?' We may take lt that Kant certainly meant by willing 

:'thtc ~~~::~nf~::rgali~~a:\,~ o~~li~~~f·~~a~ ~~:'If 
put it. One of the commonest explanatiom of good will is 
th!ltanuC:tofwillingisgooclwhcnitleadstoagoodrcsult. 
Kant, howcvcr,saw that the r<:Suilsofwillingvarywith varying 
ciL"CIImstances, and that if he were to make the rule for tight 
willing depend on results it would become hypothetical or, 
atbest,asscrtorial. ForKant,howcvcr,thecategoriealnature 
of the moral law was almost a matter of rt:ligious faith; to 
takeitawaywould\cssentheabsoluteauthorityofthemoral 

~~~- su~n::~~:~da~~~ ra~:~,~ "~eb~h~~l:'!~~at'he0:!~~ i~~ 
And if in our explanations of good will there can be no 
ufcretu;e to the results of willing, equally there can be no 
referencetothecircurnstancainwhichanadofwillingtak8 
place; these too would vary from action to action and so 
introduce a varying and contingcntclcmentintothe moral 
law. Itfollowsfromthisthatthcmorallaweanncvcrgive 
commands about the concrete natUTC of OUT actions; for 
c:urnple,tocommandmentogivealnl9inurldineirru11UIIJJ!US 
would bring in jwt those contingent dements which Kant 
wished to avoid. 

Kant held that the characteristic which makes willing right 
isthatitmU!Itbedoneonarationalprinciplc. ltisinthis 

1 Kant: Fundamml.!;t/ Prillriples of Mtlap/tpi<> of Me"'"• Scc.t. I 
/Abbo«'>tra ... lation,p. oo). 
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ro:spcctthatKantwasanupholderofthcvicwthatthcmoral 
!tandardisalawofua.on. Manisfundamentallyrational 
andi•dealingwithauni"'nc thatisconstructcdonrational 
principles. We may cxpr.-ss Kant's view loosely by making 
a •tatcmcnt which m<»t uncritical people would accept, 

g~~:l:i~~~r~flJ~t~iF:~~J!ii~:~s;~~ff!t~ 
which!uggests that an action is right only when it is done 
from !he motive of doing what is reasonable (which, in Kant's 
view, is obe)ing the categorical imperative), but this is 
probably an exaggeration of his fundamental position, and 
itiscertainlynotinagrcementwilhourordinarynotionsof 
rightness. Weoften,forcxample,judgcactionst~thavc 
betndoncfromanimpulscofpity,tobcright,pro~!dtd that 
ruson would al•o poim to these actions as the rrght ones. 
At the most, Kant might have reasonably maintained t~l 
lhcactionshouldstillbedonefromascnseofdutyevcnif 
thcp.1rticularimpul5ccausingitwereabscnt. . 

Kant also held that the principle on which the g~ will 

;~~~t. 0~c=~~;:'";:t o':r,~C:~~ai1~ :~1drb~i~;c,~oj~;~.,~~; 
contingcntclemo!nlwhichKantwasatsuchpainstoavoid. 
The right action determined by such a principle would be 
tht!amcforeveryindividual, nomallcrwhat the tasiCSOr 
inclinationsorcircurrurtanccsofthcparticularindi ':dual are. 
lfwclctthe.cthingscomcin,ourrulewillnolongerbcpurcly 
rationalandabsolutelycatcgorical. ThissuggcstcdtoK_ant 
the lint form that he giv~-s to the categorical impcra1~ve, 
'Act only on that maxim which thou c~nst at the s;~.mc ume 
willtobccomcunivc-rsallaw.' Thcte:;tofthcrightncssofan 
action is whether we arc prepared that everybody else should 
adopt !he rule, on which we did the action, as his own rule 
ofacrion. ProfessorC.D.BroadhaspointcdoutthatKant's 
fmt form is not really a moral law in itself; il is a principle by 
which moral laws can be tested.• The argument appears to 
be that a rational being will always n:jcct what is logically 
inconsistent, and Kant held that it is logically inconsistent 

'Dro:W:FiwTjp<J".{EihlroiTh<•FJ,p. 120. 
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toadop•amoralpt·incipleforournelvcsandtorcfusetoadopt 
that s<tmc prin~iplc for other po::oplc. The ambiguity >n 
Kant'sprincipleHesinthephrasc'thoucanstwill';andithas 
difl"crtnt meanings in the two examples which Kant himself 
gave. {i) 'Thou canst will' may mean 'Thou canst will 

~:1u~f~~ :~~~;~yi';:',:~,~:"!.~ne~~~.~J!~i: t~~~ :~hi~~~~ 
is that theinstitutionofmoncy-lcndingcouldnot goon if 
everybody refused to pay his dcb!s. There is, however, an 
equal degree of inconsis1ency in suc:h an action as giving 
charity to the poor; ifi'VCT)'bodywcn: todoso,povertyand 
the consequent need of~harity {at least in its prt."$Cnt form) 
would disappt'ar. Yet in common opinion 1he refusal to 
pay one's debts is regarded as bad, and thegivingofcharity 
is regarded as good. {ii) 'Thou canst will' may however 
mean'Thoucanstwill aflcr having taken the consequences 
of thy willing into ~onsideration', and !his is what Kant 
illustratcdinhisothcrcxamplc. lfevcrybodywcrctoncglcct 
the happiness of others, the conscqucnc~ would be so bad 
thatnoonewouldbt::preparedtohavcthcncglcctingofthc 
happinessofothel>'madeaunivcrsalrule. Ofcoursc,Kant 
had on his own premises no business to make anyrcfcrcnec 
toconscqucnc~,forhchcldthatthcmorallawisvalidwith· 
outany...,gardtothceonsequeneesofdisobeyingit. We 
mayagreewithKantthataru\ewhichwearcnotpn:pared 
tolctotbr,_rpo::opleadoptforthe~melvcscanhardlybeavalid 
moralrutc,butthewrongnessofsucharuleliesratherinthc 
S<""lf-ccntrcdattitudewhichputsonrsclvcsonadiffcrentplane 
from01herpcoplctlmn inanylogicalincon>i~tcneyinapply­
ingcherule. 

Kant's theory h~s ht'<'n e1iticized in the follo;m·iug \•a)s; 
(a) It bas been said thM Kanfs standard is merely formal, 

but chcre is nothing wrong in Kant pro,·iding a formal 
standard. lndccd,th<Llisjustwhathehimsclfdesircdtodo. 
justasthelogicianprovides,forexampl<', !hesyl\ogiscicform 
to which e\"ery \":tlid aq~umenc of that type must conform, •o 
Kant,inhisfintprinciple,hopo:-dcopro\"idearuletonhich 
evcrymorallawmustconform,andifhch"daeeomplished 
this,noonecandcnythachewonldha\"Crcnde...,da,nost 
valuable scr\"ice to ethical theory. The question may be 
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asked whether Kant aucmpted to deduce particular rules 
fromhisab.!lractprinciple,andaboutthathiscommentators 
are not agreed. Ra..hdall, for example, held that he did 
attempt this,' but Seth denied it.• If he did so, then he 
ecrtainlyattemptcdtodosomethingthatcannot be done; 
to do so would lx:jwt like attempting todedu« particular 
concrete arguments in geometry from the abstract form of 
the syllogism without any other data. What we can maintain 
is that Kant's principle docs take conCTetc circumstances into 
a.ccount,andthattherearcconcrctecaseswheretheapPlica­
llOn of Kant's principle would lead to conclusions opposed 
to established mono] opinions. In Kant's first example of 
refwingtorcpaybonowedmon~thecontradict.ionisnot 
purclylogi~lorfonnal, butdependsonthefactthatincxist­
ing economiC and social conditions people would not lend 
money if there were no hope of repayment. (The Sermon OJ> 

the Mount envisaged different conditions.) In Kant's 
secondexamplethecontradictionobviouslydependsonhappi­
m:ss being a concreteconscqueno:e of consideration shown to 
other people. As to the application of his principle, there 
certainlyarecasesinwhich it docs apply; for certain rules 

:e~~~~~~i~;%'~~~ ~~~f:o~~~ ~;::!~~~ ~~~e:hr:r:~:~c;t;~ 
to steal, for example, is hardly likely to wish that everybody 
should be a thief like himself. Even in •orne prohibitions, 
however, Kant's principle would not apply. Thc,,-:efusalto 
repayborrowedmoneyissomcthingthatthcordinafydebtor 
mayveryreasonablywishtobeuniversalizcd,forby this he 
would escape from the whole economic system in which he 
has found himsc:lfentanglcd in difficulties, and the social 
reformer may agree with him that the abolition of the whole 
institution of money-lending would be a very good thing 
indeed. Inthccaseofpositivcrulcsenjoiningaction,Kant's 
principle may ]~ad to the rej~ction of conduct that w~ 
eommonly rcg~rd as good; we cannot suppose, for example, 
that giving to the poor can be universalized., and so we can 
hardly will it, for by univenalizing it no poor would be len. 
If we make the rule na170wer it would mean that the teaching 

'Rashdali:Th<o•)'ifGoodDndEuil, Vol.l,p.lo8. 
0 Mind,Voi.XVI,p.sg6. 
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ofphilosophyiswrong,forno•casonabletcachcrofphHosophy 
could wish that every other pusan should become a pro· 
fcs:~ionalteacher of philosophy like himself. A follower of 
Kant might reply that we should putO\lr moral rules ina more 
general form. FOT example, if a man wills to seek the truth, 
hcshouldbcreadythatallotherpeop!eshouldalsoseckthe 
truth. Here too, howe,..,.., it is sur.:ly better that some 
mcmbersofasocictyshouldgivethcmsclvestoolheroccupa· 
tions than truth·sccking, for cumple, creative art. Our 
contlusionmustbethattheonlypositiverulewhichcanbe 
strictly and vali<lly univcnalitc<.l i; the rule todoonc'sduty 
or to obey the moral law. What is wrong with Kant's 
principleisnntthatitisinitsclfformal,butthatitcannotbe 
validly:~pplied. 

(b) The objection of formalism may be put in :~nother way. 
Kant Msumcd tlmt a good will can exercise itself without 
mking intonccount circumstances orcoRS~:qucnc;csatall. 
WemayagrccwithKantandthedcontologiststhatthcrcare 
cases where the act of willing may bc good in itself apart 
fromth~eonscquencesitcauscs,althoughwehavesuggestcd 

~~:itn~~ss'f:~;~,~!;:~;~l.og~~~~ ~O:;"at~ ~n,:h~':~sttsa~~ 
the upholders of the law of reason tlmt one condition of a 
volitionbeinggoodisthatitisconslstentwiththeotheracts 
of volition of the agent orevcnofothergoodmen in his 
•odcty,b~thisi•onlyoncconditionofgoodnes:s,thcformal 
condition Its we may call it. For a concrete action to be 
good it mustfulfilothcrconditionsaswcll, and these Kant 
ignores, Whatthcscothcrconditionsarcisthcsubjectof 
our ethical investigation; we lmvealrcadysuggested tlmta 
uitiqu~ moral611ingnc"'andconformLiytothclawofnat\ITC 
may be among these conditions. Kant ha. made an unreal 
abstractionofonccondltioncsscntialforagoodwill,namcly 
thcpossibilit}'Ofitsrulcofactionbcinguni"ersali~without 
contradiction, and c~n this formal condition docs not 
universally hold at least in the way in "hich Kant ex· 
pressed it. 

(c) Many have considered Kam'sprincipletobetoorigid, 

~":w!:':.~~1:';;t;;re~3~~~:.~ ~~~n~f~~~~~~~;~ w~~i.' '(;).i~;t 
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occasions. when thc~c motives n·crc absent from our minds. 
Kant did not consider that these motives may have them· 
sc:lvrs an independent moral value as manymorali•ts would 
now hold. 

~~:~n :~~~:iT~;;~ ~~::£~~:£;l~;~;~i:~:::~~~~~2~ 
more praise for performing it, when we do it in spite of a 
strongdisinclination. Thereismoremcrit,fOt"el<ilmple,in 
thehc:lpgi••cntoancncmy,whenournaturalinelinationisto 
inc>·case rather than torc:licve hisdiffieulty, than inthc help 
given to a friend when our natural inclinations all encourage 
ourhclpinghim. Whcnw.;judgc,how.;vcr,thcgoodnc:ssof 
th<: charact<:r of th<: agent, a diiT.:rcn<:e appears. Most 
people think that it is better for a man to have tho; kind of 
character which gladly expresses itsdf in generous act$ of 
forgivcnessthanthckindof<:hatActerwhichcanonlydosuch 
acts as a matt<:r of very unpleasant duty. And most 
mornlists would hold that in many cases the act which i'l 
doncoutofthefulln=ofawillintmindisitsdfa better act, 
ffiOt"C fitting to the situation and with bcttcro;onscqucnccs, 
than the act doncfrom a sternscnseofduty. Wc can.ay 
that the good man ought to feel inclin<:d to do such an act, 
and if the inclination is not thcr<: thevalucofthcwholeact 
is 1-:=ncd. It is <:ertainly the<:asc that indoingsom<: right 

:~n;~s f~~d~ o~~~!~n~l~~'d~~n p:::~n~~ ~ .~~::..":C~':e~ 
itisperhapsmorallyfittingthatheshoulddohisrightact 
with a feeling of di~inclination. It certainly docs not look 
as if inclinations were morally irn::levant; for the judgement 
un the actiOnilsaw~ohalwaysincludesasapartofitsobjcct 
the 'opirit' in which tl>c action is done, and this 'spirit' 
certainly includes tho; agent'• inclination or disinclination, 

(d) Prof=or Broad think!l that Kant is nTOng inholding 
that a right a<:tion mwt always be right, no matter what the 
inclinationsoftheagcntarc.• It istrue1hat in some cases, 
asinthejudg<:'opronouncingsentcnceorinthernembenof 
a public board making an appointment, the less that one'1 
owninclinationsdetcrmincthcactionthebctto:r,and,inthc:sc 

'Broad: Fiw 7jJns ~f Efhicill TMory, p. 1~4f. 
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cascsa.chang<:inon~'spcrsonal inclinations would make no 
differcneetothcrightno:ssoftheaction. lnchoosingawifc, 
howevcr,indinationisavcryimportantfactor,and the man 
who docs so under the guidance of pure reason without 
considerln!f his own .inclin~tions at. all will proba~ly make the 

ant's theory is ti>e criticism 
thatwehavemadcofthcthcoryofthclawofrcasongcncrally. 

~J:i~~~~n~':o~:e=~ c~:i~~~~~;:~h ~~~; ~o;'ab'l~o:r 
univenalization or in any other sense. Its own particular 
content mwt also be good. We have not yet discovered 
in what this goodness consists, whether in a unique moral 
fittingness to ~um.nanccs or in conformity to a law of 
natureorinproductivityofgoodrcsulu. The mere formal 
consistency which Kant advocated will never by itself make 
anacriongood. Wehavescentoogoodrcasonsforholding 
thattheparticularkindofconsistencywhichKantdemandcd, 
namclythattheruleofanacrionshouldbcwilledtobethc 
rule of everybody, is not a characteristic of all good actions. 
There is a unique element about a good action as well as a 
universal element; it mwt suit the particular circumstances 

:~ =b~~o~~n~~·vi-;;l~:St~~!:~~ ~~:i:;;s:;c~':Or~".,!: 
notonlyobcythcrulo:sofhisartbulmustalsobcmovedby 
anoriginalcreatlvcimpulsc. 

Kant stated tv.'O other forms of the categorical imperative, 
oradditionalconditionsthatavalidmorallawmustfulfil. 

' (a) 'Treat every rational being including y<>urselfalways 
a.!ancnd,andncvcra.!amcrcmeans.' Somepcoplehave 
criticized this form by pointing out th.11 we arcconst:lntly 
wlngotberpcopleasmeam;weusc.o.porteras:t.meansof 
o;arrying our lugpfe, a teacher as a meo.ns of educating 
ounclva and a banker u a means of keeping our money safe. 
"I'hereisonlyarnoralwrongdonewhenweuseotherpcople 
as mcam in a bad way, as when a woman is used a5 a prostitute 
or children arc wed as cheap means ofprodu~tion. Kant, 
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how~ver, ncvu s1a1ed !hat we should not use the services 
ofothersorthattheysho\lldnotuseolll'scrviccs. Whathe 
rightly emphasized wasthatweshouldnt\UIISCpeoplca.s 
nurerncans, b\ltalwaysshouldrcmcrnbcrthattheyarecnds, 
th.ingsofvalueinthcmsclvcsnp.artfromthe!iCI'ViCCSthatthey 
render us. Kant made thilo point man: explicit when he 
rcfCJTCd to the aim of the moral life as a kingdom of ends.' 
In this, however, Kant has abandoned the pllrcdcontology 
which does not take into acco\lnt the cons<:qucnccs of an 
uction,forinspcakingofakingdomofendshccertainlywns 
rcgardingthoscactionsasgoodwhichinsomewayorother 
leadwthcwclfareofotherh\lnlllnbcingsandourselvcs. We 
shall inquire later in what that welfare consists; Kant seems 
tohaveconsideredthatitincludesbothvirtucandhappiness. 
A more valid crilieism of Kant'• second form of the ca.legoricod 
imperative is that he himself regarded a man not as an end 
in himself, but as a mere mo:a.ns for the realization oflhe 
abstraetlaw. · 

(b) 'A principle of moral conduct is morally binding on 
me if and only if I can regard it as a law which I impose on 
myself.' Thisfonnofthecategorica.limpcrativcprcventsus 
from supposing that the moral law is something imposed upon 
usfromoutsideincompleteopposition to any inclination of 
our own minds, a view to which some of Kant's statements 
might lead us. The moral law is surely a law that our own 
rcasonmakcsusinclinedtoobcy,becauscwefinditrcasonable 
to do so~ Yet there does seem to be a sense in which the moral 

::U~c~i: :r~::~~~ rf~~n :~~r~:nca:~~~i~~r_.:~ 
dispensation, and most people, andccrtainlyKanthimselt, 
would hold thattheindividualhasnorighttogivehinuclfa 
dispciiSIItion from obeying the nlDrallaw. Profi:SSOr Broad 
has pointed out two cases where we may accept obedience 
toarnorallawasanobligationwithoutfindingitreasonablc.• 
(i) Its truth may be self-evident to us intuitively, but Kant 
couldhavcrcpliedthatitisreasonablctoobcysuchintuitions. 
(ii) Again il may be right to obey a moral law not bccaw., 
we ourselves find il reasonable, but bc<;ausc some moral 

'Kan!:Mtlaph:~si<ofAiotols,Sect.JI(.O.bbou,p.46-59) 
'Broad: Fi<'< T:~J>t• of Etloiral Thw.>, p. '~3· 
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leader, wh~c judgement we trust, commands us 10 <I<> ~~~­
Kanthowcvcrcouldhaveagainn:pliedthatitisonlybc.;ausc 
we find it reasonable to obey without question lea<l<"rs of 
gn:atmoralinsightthatwcfinditmorallybindingtodowhat 
they din:ct. The third fonn of the c.~tcgori<;al imperative 
simplycmphasizcsthctruththatthcmornllawisat-eason.o.ble 
law,alawacceptabletoourhumanrcason. 

While Kant maintained that the good will is the onlr thing 
that is absolutely and unconditionally good, that i1, goo<l 
eithcrbyitselfaloncorincvcryconditloninwhichitisfound, 
he also maintained that in a perfectly good universe a good 
will woul!l be accompanied by an appropriate degree of 
happiness. 1 Common sense would agree with Kant that 
a univenewhcrcgoodnessofwillingisaccompanied by an 
appropriate degree of happiness is better than a univr-rsc 
whcregoodno:s$ofwillinghasnosuchaccompanin>ent. Yet 
it is difficult to se<: how Kant could consistently maintain 
that the good willis the only thing that is unconditionally 
good and that yet good will along witb bappincss is beucr 
than good will alone, u•<less he was using the word 'good' with 
two different meanings. It is in this conncxion that Kant 
eunsidcrcditneccssarytopostulateorassumethccxistencc 
of God.• If virtue ought to be rewarded by happiness we 
must, according to Kant, be able to say that it can be rc. 
warded by happiness, andwhcnwcsaythata tbingean be, 
we mean that the necessary conditions for its existence arc 
already present in the universe. Kant thought'· .• -.at the 
ex..istenc;c of an overruling God is a necessary condition of 
theuniversebeingsoorganizedastosecurcthatvirtucis 
accompanicdbyhappincs.sandsohcconc\udedthatGodmust 
exist. This is not the only plac;c in his theory at which Kant 
introducedthcnotionofhappincssasagood. Hemaintained 
elsewhere that we ougbt to aim at our own perfection (that 
is the attainment of a perfc~tly good will) and at the happin~ 
of other people.• We <;an heartily agree to the praeti<;a] 

1 Kant: C•itiqut •I Ptlllli<dl RtiUo~, Pt. I, Bk. II, Ch. 2 (Abbott'o 
transla1ion,p.2o6). 

1 Kant:op.cit.,Pt.J,Bk.li,Ch.2,§v(Abbou,p.n<). 
• Kan~: Pulou to tht M<MP~~ri<dl Eltm•~tr •I EtMrr, JV-Vl 

(Ahbott,pp. 296-302). 
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expediency of thi~ rule, for the conditions of life arc such that 
while we are likely to be able to do 5omething to make other 
people a liulc more happy, rh~ only person in whom we are 
likely ro tiTee\ much moral improvement i5 our own self. But 
this double standard of morality is sun:ly a strange one for 
the philruophcr who emphasized. consistency ~nd. denied 
the relevancy of pleasant conscqu~nccs to the righmcss of 
:tctiom. lfpe•·fcction or the good will is the only good or the 
highest good for oursdv<'S, it surd)' mu~t also be the highest 
good fot' other people and, howet·c•·liule we can do for otho!J.· 
people's perfection, to do that liule is f:tr more important 
morally than to seck their happiness. And if happiness be 
a good for other people, it surely must also be a good for 
oursclve<. This whole qu<'Stion of why common opinion 
holds it morally better to seek other people's happiness than 
to s~ck our O\O.Tl is one that will need to be considered later. 

Kant considered that human immortality is another ncces-

r~0rsE.:;;i~~~~~~:.l~:~=:~~:!~:~rt;~;~:::~£~~~ 
natnrc is to such a d~gree sensuous that it will require an 
inli11ite time for the will to become rational and so pcrfectlr 

~vh':~ h~~~::in~::f:'..";• h~'; ::~~~ ;;:oi,:;..~li~~~i:~~o~ 
possibility which would take an in!initc time to bc realized. 

~:~oo~~:~f!,S;1•t :~:~or~-~~~~:~:~;£~~::~~~:\:r.;~ 
conditions, and that we can do here and now. This however 
brings in again that reference to conditions which Kant wished 
to avoid. lnlie.:d. perhaps the most fundamental objection 
to Kant's theory is just that he conceived of a good will as 
willing in a vacuum, whereas actually the good will wills in 
the light of conditions and consequences. 

While we have admitted that the ntoral law may well be 
commanded by God and derive its obligatorim:ss from being 
so divinely ordered, yet we have held that it would be: still 
valid, even if it were not God's command. We have also 
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5e1111 reason to acct:pt the view that the moral law is in one 
scnsealawofnature,a.sbeingobjcctivc,univcrsalanddcpend· 
ingonthenaturalconstitutionofthcunivcrscforitsvalidity, 
but it is certainly not a statement ofeausal relations like 
scicotificlal\lll. If the moral law is a law of nature, nature 
must be a sy>lcm ofr<=lations of moral fillingness a.• well as of 
eausa\ relations. his on the ground of the fundamental 
rationalityofnaturcthatwcc:.angoontorcgardthcmoral 
law as a law of r<=ason. In some sense, J110rality implies a 
logicalconsistcncyinouraetions,althoughwehavcrcalizcd 
thatpurelyfonna\consistencyi•notenoughtosccurcthc 
goodness of our actiom. The moral principles on which we 
act,andthejudgcmcntsimplicdinourparticularvolitions 
must not only be consistent among themselves, but the con· 
crete actions willed must be the~lvcs good in their own 
particularcireumstances. ltisinhisfailuretorealizcthisand 
toscethatagoodvolitionmustbedcfincdintcnnsofits 
content as well as its form that Kant's theory fails. The whole 
vicwofthestandardaslaw,orofgoodnessconsistinginobey. 

J~~~:~~~1Jo~:~i~~~ .. :u~~ts ~: pa':~c0~~/~[:;::~~: 
and it1uggests a unifonnity in good actions, which is not 
whatwefindinthcrichlyvaricdpattcmofthemorallifeat 
ill! best. The moral law may kcep,w from lines of action 
whichareunivenallybad;iteannotguideustothe'full 
varietyofhumangoodness. 



Chapter IX 

THE STANDARD AS PLEASURE 

§t. Tit~ Ntdure d' Pltasure 
Anymentalprocessrrnl.yhavethequalityeitheroiplcasant­

nessorofunpleasantness, but Lthasalwaysotherqualitiesaa 
well. Thescnsationthatwcgetfromeatingsugari.nonnally 
pleasant, but the sensation has other qualities a.s well aa 
pleasantness, sucb as sweetness; in fact, its pleasantness 
depends il~rgcly on its sweetness. Pleasantness and un· 
pleasantness appear neve!' to occur in the mind alone; they 
are always parts of more compleK concrete mental states. 
Fromthisanimportantconscquencefollowsforethiealtheory; 
we can never know by direct introspection that pleasantness 
by itself is good or valuable. What we can know from intro­
spo:ctionisthatallstatesorsomcstatescontainingpleasant­
ncssiiSanelementsecmtousdirectlytobcvaluable. We 
might even know dmt their apparent goodness is in direct 
proportiontotheirpleasantness,butthisdoesnotappearto 
bcact':'!o.lly the case. ProfessorBroadpointsoutthatmalicc 
isastateofmindwhichisprogressivclyworscaccordingas 
it is mon: pleasant to its owner;' it is in a man's finding it 
pleasant to seck the harm of others that maliee has its dis­
tinctive evil. We call those m~ntal <'MP"ricnCM which have 
thcclcmentofpleasantnessinsuchamarkeddegrcethatit 
arouses OW' special attention by the name of 'pleasures', 
and it is possible for a man to make such eMpcriences the aim 
of his actions. Pleasantness seems to occ11r in tlte mind under 
variow conditions: (a) as a nonnal quality of eertain scrua­
tions and perceptions such as the xnsation ofsweetnes9 and 
thepen;eptionofbeautiflllobjeets;(b)a9anaccompaniment 
of any activity either bodily or menur.l, provided that the 

1 Broad:Frw: 7jp,.qfEtlroe•l7'lturJ,p.~34• 
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activit}·isnotimposcdoniuagcntfromouhidc,orfrustratcd 
by theinabi~hytoperformit,orimpeded byf:11igucorsomc 
other imped~ng r~cror; (ewn the facing of difficuhics ns in 
mountainccr>ng m~y L>c ple.1sant, provided that there i> some 
consciousness of the po<Sitiilityofthe diffieuhks L>cing over· 
come}; (c) as an accompaniment of rhe suct<"SSful completion 

~;~~~:1~::~~~~1~c~~~~~~:~~~~:~:~:~~~~~~:i:~~2~: 
source of pleasantness that it is worth mentioningspeclally. 
We ha\-c already seen in ourdiscU<Sion ofpsychologiea\ 

~t:~i~:~~~~~~:~:~~ J:~.~:~~E~~~!~::~;;5 
;";Kc:'~~~~~~.'nto a desire for the pkasantnc<S which accom-

§2. ElllirolHcdonism 

Ethical hedonism holds that plcaiiilntncss is the only 
qualitrl>ccauseofwhichancxpcricnccisgoodorvaluable. 
Agoodactionisanactionwhichlcadstoaplcasantexpericnce 
asitsconso::qucncc,,.ndthcrightaclionatanymomemisthe 
one which will lead to more pJcas,.nt experiences or, as we 
cornmonlr say, to greater pleasure than any o1her action 
which is possiblcforthcagcntatthatparticularmomcnt. 

~~~chln:~:S~;:' :.,:~n"~o:de~l~~yp;~~~~~~e: ~?.~~:';; 
perienccs which it brings about, for I his is a view which many 
morn.lists,whoarenotethical hedonists, wouldadopt;cthieal 
hedonism holds strictly 1ha1 no consequence: of an action 
c:ltCc:ptp!ca.antncssand unplca><'lnlncss, whichwcm"'ye<~ll 
its hedonic conscq\lenccs, have the slightest t-clcvance wbat­
evcrtothcgoodnc:ssof!heac:tion. 

Ethical hcdoni$m is a theory of ethics telling how men 
ought to :ttl and what men ought to desire. In this way it 
differs from psychological hcdouism, which is a theory of 
psychology holding that men ah,-ays do those actions which 
have: pleasant consequences and do have S\lch nat\lrcs that 
thcycandcsircnothingbutpleasantncss. Ifapsychological 
hcdonistwcretogoastepfurthcrthanpsychologicalhedonists 
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usuallr <lo, anti m~intain thm men alwars tlo those ~ctio11s 
which bring the greatest pos$iblc amountofpleasantnc.s to 
themsdv.:s,then there could be no theory of ethics at all 
for men would ~]ways act in a certain way ~nd would be 
unablctoactinanyother. Asamaucroffhct,psychological 
hedonists do not generally take this step. They hold that 
man always desires pleasure but not necessarily thcgn:at"'t 
possiblepleasurc:so thatwhilethcobjcctofevcryactionis 
the attainment of a pleasant CXJ"'ricncc, the pleasantness 
soughtmaynotbcdthcrthcmostinlenscorthemostlasting 
plcasantncsspossiblcforthcagcnt. lnthiswaythcylca\"C 
room fora thcoryofethicsthat, whilcmcndoalwaysscek 
pleasantcxperienccs,theyoughttoscckforthcmsclv.:sthosc 
formsofpleasantexpericncewhicharcmostintcrucandmost 
lasting. Thisthcoryiscalledegoisticethicalhedonism,and, 
if psychological hedonism were true, it would be the only 
possiblctheoryofcthics. Manycthicalhcdonistshavcbecu 
at the same time psychological hedonists, and if thcr had 
succccdcdindemonstratingthctruthofthcirpsychologieal 
theory, they would certain]~· have refuted all other ethical 
thco•·icsthancgoistichedonism. 

fcwhcdonists,howcvcr,haveacceptedegoistichedonismas 
their sole theory. Thcrearetwokindsofethical hedonism: 
(a) rgoistiehctionism, "·hich holdsthateachm.anoughttoscck 
his own maximum pleasure ('his own maximum pleasure' 

~:~: i~~~:~ ~::a~r ~~;:~;~~ ;~.,::~~~~i~::" u:~;~~~<a~:~ 
ncssthananyothcrc~tpcricnccspossiblcforhim);and(b) 
rmiwrmlislie hedonism, more commonly known as u/ililariaNum, 
which holds !hat each man ought !o scc:k !he maximum 
plcasurcofallhumanbcings,orevcnofall~ingscapableof 
Cllpcricncingplca.santnessandunplc:u.1ntncss. 

In estimating the amou111 of pleasantness caused by an 
action, two factors need tobctakenintoaccoum, thci~lmsi(1 
ordegreeofpleasantncsscauscd,and theti~ralio~orlcngthof 
time that the pleasnnt experience lasu. It is difficult to 
estimate the comparative importance to be given to these 
two factors. Is an intense pleasantn..-.s of a short <Juration 
likethatenjoyedineatingaswc:etmcattobereckoncdgrcatcr 
than a less interne pleasantness oflon~t~r durntion like th<ll of 
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lying in bed? lsashillingspentonanovelthatwill give us 
oew:ralhoursofmildlypleasantreadingmoreproductiveof 
pleasurethantheshillingspentonacinemascatwhereour 
pleasantness will be more intense while it lasts but over in a 
eouple ofhotii"S? Bentham• suggested other factors which 
$hould be taken i'!JD account in comparing two pleasant 
operienccs with regan:!. to their plcamnmcss, namely (n) 
ur/Gin(Yor Lhedegrce of probability of the pleasantness,..,. 
suhingfromtheacLion,(l!)prQpinquityorthencarnenincime 
ofthepleasantrcsult,(c)fmmdityorlhepowcroftheplcasant 
experitncctoprodueefurLherpleasantexperienccsinitstrain, 
(d) puril) or freedom from intermixture with unpleasant 
experiences,and(e)tx/tnlorthenumbcrofpersonsaffeeted 
byic. lnourprneLicalconsiderationofthercsnltsofan 

:~?'i~~rt~:~~~~~~~:; 0~:mic~:ti;;•a;x~%~1tc,0~~~:~~g :~a~ 
itw;u;unwiscto take vengeance on hisunclewhilcengaged 
in pra)'ff because of the 'certainty' of his thus escaping 
the pWiishment he deserved.• Propinquity is imporcant 

f;~~iat:0 p[:;su~ ;~ :rr:~"re P~~.~~:li~r:ast::·.~ :;!:;.., "onr 
thegreaterprobabilil)"Dfouraetuallyallainingit;thr•·c 
is Ins time for the proverbial 'slip 'twixt the cup and 
thelip'. Fccundityandpurityarereallysccon<!aryfactot-,; 
dctennining the intensity and the duration of the pleasant 
consequences. A plcasu!"C that produces other p_L.asures 
hascicheritsintensityoritsduration or more probably both 
increased. Purity mearu increased intcnsicy for then: is less 
unpleasant expcricn~ to redui:e the surplus of pleasantness 
avttunpleasantness. 

A mornlist may adopt ethical hedonism for any one of 
thrtt reasons. (a) He may hold that the tentlll 'good' and 
'pleasant'haveexactlythcsameeonnotationormeaning,so 
thactheonemaybeuscdfortheotherindilfcrently,ormorc 
probablyhewillholdthat'good'hasthesamemeaningas 
'productive of pleasant consequences'. (He will be referring 
ofcouneonlyto thescrietlyethical use of the term 'gobd'). 
If this view were eorrc.:t, it it difficult to understand how 

'llentham:Printiplrs'I[MorGis<Uidl.<gi>l~lion,Ch.4,§i'·· 
'Homltt. Arl 111, Sr. iii, 73-!)5. 
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people come to argue as to whether hedoni5m is a troe th~ 
ornot,andtheirdiscu.ssionsarenotmerelydis<=US5ion!aato 
the meaning of terms. We may, with Professor Broad, eall 
theholderofthistheoryanaM/jlichtdmlisl.' (b) A moralist 
may huld that, while the terms 'good' and 'productive of 
pleMant consequences' are not identical in meaning, the 
experienceofthehumanracehasshownthatgoodaetionsdo, 
as a matter of fact, produccplcasantconsequen«S. Such a 
hedonist has still to face thefundamentalquestionofwhatit 
is that makesagoodactiongood,orhemay take, a• such 
hcdonistsoflendo,ascepticalattitudetothepossibilityofthis 
question being answered. In Professor Broad's tcnninology, 
this moralist is an empiriUII ~Jfllhtli< /udonis/. 1 (e) A moralist 
may hold that while 'good' and 'productive of pleasant 
comequences'arenotidcnticalinmeaning,yetthcystandin 
anec<."SSaryrelationtooneanothcr. Agoodactiondocsnot 
merely as a 'matter of fact produce pleasant consequences; 
from its verynatureitmiUI produce plca'""ut consequences. 
If we rejc:<:t analytic hedonism as obviously misrepresenting 
thenatureofcthicalargumentthisl!ecoll).esthcgroundof 
hedonismmostworthyofacriticalcxamination. Professor 
Broadcallsitapriorisynlhtlichedonism.' 

§3. EgoistieEthiea/Htdonism 
Thisethic'i.lth.eory holds that what makeoan action right 

is the f"t that it causes the greatest possible amount of 
plcasantnesst(!thedoeroftheaction. Otlu:rconsequen<;e~ 
oftheac.tjon,suchasthclactofllll'causingpainorunplea.sant· 
nesstootherpeopleareentirelyirrelcvanttoitsrightness. 
Itfollowsthatthcsolcmoraldutyofmanistotrytogetthe 
greatest amount of pleasantness for himself throughout his 
life. The Greek Cyn:naio held that a man ought to seek 
the pleasure of each moment as it passes without considera­
tion or future consequences, but the Epicureans considered 
thatthcrcshouldbc'aprudentconsiderationofconscquenco 
which \~ould enable theagenttosecure the greatest possible 
amouJYt'"Ofplcasurcinthcwholccourseofhislife. Inpar· 
ticular, the prudent man will avoid those intense but momen­
tary pleasures, like the pleasures of debauchery, which result 

1 Broad! Fiut T.;1jHs q/ EtAit<II Thmy, P• 90· 
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?I all, unless my ~hoi~ ha:; other ~orucqucnces than merely 
InCreased pleasure to myself. If this common-sense view 
needsconfirmo.tion,itissurelysuppliedbythecJ<perien~of 
~cliberate pleasure-seekers in all ages that the 'pleasure:; of 
hfe' do not give the satisfaction whi~h they promise, and 
leave those who pursue them with the discovery that 'a.ll 
isvanityandvCKationofspirit'. Thcmercgettingofpleasure 
foroncsclfisnotsatisfyingtothenatura\aspirationsofthc 
human mind as a whole. As a matter of history, many 
hcdonis!S,whohavcadvocatedegoistiehedonism,havcbeen 
at pains to trytoshowthat theconductwhichleadstothe 
agcnt'sowngn:atcst plca.sureisalsothcconductwhichlcads 
lothcgn:atestpleasurcofthcwholchumanracc. Wcsha\1 
scelatcrthatthereisnoprooftho.tthisisthcca.sc,butthe 
very fact that hedonislSdoo.uempttousesuchanargument 
suggcststhatthcyarenotpreparcdtogoagainstthccommon· 
scnscjudgementofordinarypeoplethatitisbctterforaman 
to seek pleasures for others than for himself. Even the least 
virtuous can remember some one occasion when he did some 
~ction because he thoughtofitashisdutr, without thinking 
II at all likely that it would bring him o.ny plc:!Surc; and 
one such case shows that egoistic hedonism is not a true 
theory. 

Thcreisoncpossiblcargumentinfavourofsomcformof 
egoistic hedonism. There is little doubt that a man is con­
~crncd wi.th his own experiences, including_ their plcasa~tness, 
m a way .\ which he is not concerned w1th the expenences 
?f otho:rs. Accordingly, if we ae~pt the uti.li!arian ~nd of 
•ncrta.SJ.ngthctotalamountofhumanplcasure,ttlsconcctvable 
that thehcstwayofdoingsoisbycaehindividualincreasing 
hisownshareofhumanpleasurc,ahhoughthecxpc:rienccof 
the pleasure-seeker does not confirm this view. It is probable 
that this argument gets its plausibility from the fact that a 
certainamountofattentiontoaman'sownindividualinleresiS 
suchashishcalthandhiscducation,isuscrulasameansto 
thcserviceofothcrsandtotheincrcascofthcirplcasurcs. 
Ic is even true to say that the man who enjoys doing his work 
ror others is likely to do better work than the man who docs 
not. This recognition that a certain amount of enjoyment 
or pleasant C)lptricnce for oneself is useful as a means for 
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~:=,n:~! t~c'::;:, .-;~:ra ~~!. ~~~ni~=;;~;'t~~';;nl~'::!~ 
end which he ought to seck. 

§4. Utilitdrilv>i.rm 

Bu~~.,';'" :!Jh"s~!~~:~"":::;h!:~~~~·h t":::"'~~t~~~~di"j.~ 
benevolence or of 5eekini the good of otho:n and of ilS pia~ 

~~j~~~:~~~~~n"aide~~t~~~:~ acc~:~~t i~a~~~e t~!a,'!~ 
happiness for the greatest numbers', the phrase that eame to 

:; ~: s~~f a~fi~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~:~~;;'oZ~~e t.,~~:::e:r 
;~:.Y:h~"~~~~r~";;.':?• I1;~~e~;:.~~i~';cf m~~11). aa~:U:I 
for a pu~cly hedonistic theory of ethics,_ maintaining that 

~-\~h=h1~:::r..~~ec~~-:~;!'"~ru:~~~7t:C:::lv:1w~::~=~ 
.-cformers working for the ~tterrnent of humanity in ways 
of which moralists of any school are likely to_approve:. The 

:Jw~~e..:t~~i~h!~n~: ~~:;!~~c: 1is ~m~~r 7hc ':~~%u;; 
usc of language', prejudicing their readers ln favour ofthctr 
thco.ry; it is more reasonable to be generally useful to Qthers 
than to aim specifieaUy at the greatest p<;>SSiblc pleasantness 

~~ea~r~a=d;l<>g;~~ ·~~~~;!:~~:~~rf:~"~ft:~;" ;::; 
number', a slogan which emphasized tlte wide distribution 
of human pleasure as well as its ma:<..imization. A purely 
hedonistic theory would not care whether human pleasure 
were distributed among many Qf confined tQ a few, provided 
that tl;lc greatest possible amount of pleasure were achieved. 

In examining utilitarianism we shall consider critically the 
thcoriesofJohnStuart Mill and Henry Sidgwick (•B38-1goo), 
although Mill was not a strict hedonist, and 9idgwick wa:s not 
a strict univenali•t. There has been a tendency to usc the 
name 'utilitarianism' for any teleological theory of ethics, 
or any theory which holds that aetions arc not right or wrong 

'In the modified form '1he great~st happin= of the gnatcst 
number.' 
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: •helllsclve>butthatthcirmoralqualitydepcudsontheir 

~~7h~~~~~C:~!"~~~a~~\~Ieu1~:~~-~:~i~~i~:=~~:",.l:~c;~ 
U!;_lt."lnanisrnhasbc:cnmadcmoreplausiblebyilsadherents 

e;}~ i~~.~~~~~~~r~~:~~~:t~~~:~:pt~i~:~r~\·t~~~~~ 
1 ~eh men have regarded as morally worth auaining than 

p~e~~~~~~~-he~, ~f,~~erel:~;t;r~~~~Y::t~~of~~~h~~~ty~~ 
~~n~e~i~x~(;~~:r'!.:~~~a~;;.~!e~;:~:i~~nt:. moral end to the 

§s. Tlu Tk~ory (!{John Stuarl Mill 

~o~~:~~i·~s"~:u~t~~[r:~~;!~r~:);~~,.':~ ~: ,"hcm;r;i~~~~~~~t~~~ II 

;~ t~~~:~~~a• ~~J~'doo:~iu:fJ~~"Je:i~\t~ t(~i)ng~~hd;'~~~: 
own pleasure or happiness (to usc Mill's more usual term) is a 
good to that pci"Son, so the general happiness is a good to 

~~~~~:n ~cl! ~~ca: t~cs~~~~~ (~~jffts~n~u~f 1~ 
Pl;asures is prcfcrr~d by those who are competently ;u;quaintcd 
:Wilhbothwcarejustifiedinsayingthatthisprefcrredplcasurc 

~he~~~,;~: isnha~u:~i~ic 1~r~~~~~ o;~';i;CA1tio:i~fiz;~: ~~ 
:~~OSi!(ans an.d, consider whether they arc valid or 

(i) What is good is what men do a&lually duir~. This state--

~~~~;~c~:P~~:;,ts3;J;:~~;~!~:d":,l~hl!~c ~=u:~s:: 
defined in terms of what men desire. Even if it ~re a fact, 

::,~~f~~~~~~:~~ :~~sf~~:· t~h~hk~n.!o a~11~:~;;~~·:t~~~~o~ 
w~cn we call something good. Even if we were to hold that 
Mill is not defining 'good' in the sense objected to by Dr. 
Moore, but merely stating a fact about it, we would still have 
to admit that Mill has committed in his argument the ordinary 
Vct"bal fallacy of ambiguity of 1crm. In common English usc 
'desirable' me~•- what 'ought to be dHircd', and it is this 

1 Rashdall: Tk<Dry~fGooJami Evil, Vol. I, pp. <14-~21. 
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eornm~n usage which gives plausibility to the above ~tatc­
mcntofMill'sthcury. Mill,howevcr,cxplicillyuscs'dcsir­
ab]e'tomcanwbatpcoplcdoactuallydcsiTcasin tbc pro­
position(b)intheahovcparagraph,butthcfacttha.tmcndo 
actuallydcsircitisnoproof'?fathingbcingdcsirablcinthc 

:f~~rra~l~~~"~:h ~~:~~"~'c}~1;~;~~~~'"a':<J11~~~~:~7!~ 
lnthcsccasc.itistructhat'visiblc'mcans'ablctobcsccn', 
so the fact that people do actually sec a thing is sufficient 
prDOfthatitisvisible;anditistructhat'audible' means 
'able to be heard', so that the fact that po:oplc do actually 

s~~~~~~.i~:;:?;~~Sl:~;:,~~::~~~\;!:~~::£;~~r~zi~ 
thatathingisdctestedbutthatitoughltobcdctcstcd. This 
mistake of Mill led him to break the rule \hat we cannot 
infer diuctly from what men actually do what they ought to 
do; any breach of this rule certainly commits a naturalistic 
fallacy. 

(ii) Mm .Uu:qys tft.rir~ p/t()Jilft. This indicates that Mill 
based his ethical hcdonosmon psychological hedonism; but 
"'"<' havc.aluadyshown that, ifpsyehological hedonism were 
tructhconlypossiblctheoryforamoralistwouldbccgoistic 
bo:doni:;m and not utilitarianism. If a man were so made 
thathecouldonlyscckhisownplcasureand nothingcbc, it 
wouldbcimpossibleforhimtosecktheplcasurcofothermen 
which utilitarianism maintains that he ought t~,·.do. In 
any ease, we have seen that there arc good grounds for 
dcnyingthctruthofpsychologic.al hedonism; men do not 
always desire plc"'!urc. Mill admiucd somewhat incon­
sistently thatmcndoscckother things than pleasure, but he 
holdsthatmenS«ksuclithingseithcras'p.artsofplcasure'' 
oras'mt:anstoplea.mre', Thcexprcssion'partsofplcasurc' 
i&notclcar,butMillprcsumablymcantthatW<:scekthosc 
widcrCllpcricnccslike thcenjoymentofmusicbccause of the 
clementofplcasantnesstheyeontain; the pleasantness isont 
partofthepl~as!lrcwhiletheharmonyand thctimbrcofthe 
musicarcothcrparuofthcplc"'!urc. Millsawthatthcobject 
which we seek originally as a means to pleasure may come 

'Mill: UliliM•ianimr, Ch.4,P·S6. 
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by:wo<:iationtobeitselfthebbjectofourseeking,justasthe 
miscrwhooriginallysccksmoncyforthcgood Ihingsthatit 
<:an buy comes to seek monc)'.fOr ilself. This whole argument 
is a rcvcning of what modern psychology suggcs\S to be the 
actualfactsofihc<:ase;thedesircforpartienlarobjectscomcs 
firsi,and thcd.,.ireforthepleasantncssderivcdfromthem 
eomeslaterbyakindofassociaiionor'conditioning'. Man 
naturally desires food when he is hungry; to eat for !he sake 
of pleasure rather than for the sake ofsatisf)·inghunger is a 
later development. 

(iii} Pl~asum dijfa from Dnt another in quolity. Mill held that 
somepleasuresarcsupcriorinqualitytoothcnandinthis 
he had the suppor! of common opinion. The pleasure of 
listening to good musieisgcnerallyheld to besnpo:riorin 
qualiiytothcpleasurcofcaiing;thcpleasuresofbenevolencc 
arehcldtobesupcriorinqualitytothoseofsclf-indulgcncc, 
~-ven although their actual inlcnsity may he less. Most 
moralistsexplainthisbyhold.ingthatihesujlcriorplcasure 

b:~~~~~st~:~~~eeJ~~i~~~~ d~b,."~ ~~o;,c~~~·v~~}:~:~:~ 
thatnootherclcmcntthanplcasantnesscanhavcanyvafue, 
soth.atthconlyfactorwhiehc:~nmakeoneplcasuresupcTior 
roanothcrisitsplea.santness. JflistcningtomusicisasnpcTior 
pleasuretocaiingfood, the hedonist can holdittobesoonly 
Uccauscithasagreatcrintcnsityordurationofplca.santnc:ss. 

~;~~~! ':i~e0'.~~~~1I~~e~Zo:':":n l~l~po:;~~~~~~,:;c~;': 
crowd at a football match, are cxtrcmdy intense, but they 
arc not on that account regarded as among the highest 
forms of pleasure. 

It may however be the case that we usc the word plca..sant­
ncsslooselyformcntalstatcsthatarenotcxactlythesame, 
andthatcertainofthescstatcsaresupo:riorinqualityto 
others. According to this view the element of pleasantness 
in listening to.music may be different in kind from the clement 
of pleasantness in eating. In English we do usc different 
wordswhendrawingaucntiontothcplcasantncssorhedonic 
qualityofdifferentmentalnatcs. We tend touscthc,vord 
'plcasui"C9' for the more ..,nsuous forms of enjoyment, par­
t.icularlyLhoscdnctothcgrotificationofthclJodilyappclites 
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orlolhepracntationlothesensesofbeautifulobjectslike 
pictures and music. We tend to usc the word 'happiness' 
when drawing attention to the pleasantness of more permanent 
anddurablekindsofeojoyment,whichdcpcndmorelargely 
on wnditions wilhin man's own nature, as when we speak of 
the happincu of a mao in his home or in his profession. 
lndeed,itisjustoncofthedebatcdpointsoftcleologieal 
ethio whether the virtues are merely means to produce 
plcasureorwhcthcrthcyarcconstitucntclemcnlSofthestate 
whichm:eallhappiness,forwcapparcndylhinkofthchappy 
man as vinuous in a way that 1hc successful pleasure-seeker 
is not. There arc pleasant experiences for which even 'happi· 
ness' sc:cms an inadequate word; the joy of an artist in his 
ereative work or !he blessedness of communion with God 
are generally regarded as such experiences, and we have 
usedthewords'joy'and'blesscdness'rathcrthantheworth 
'pleasure' or 'happiness'. There arc ty,"O possible cxplana­
tionsofthistcnninologyandofthcapparentdiffcrenccsio 
thcqualityofourpleasures. (a)Aswehavcalrcadysuggc.tcd 
'pleasantn='maybean ambiguous tenn, so lhattheplcas:~nt· 
neuwhichwcupericoccinthcgratilicationofourappclites 
isd.ifferentinkindfromthepleaSl1ntncss thai we experience 
inthcfellowshipofourfricnthorfromthepkasa.ntncssthat 
rbeartistexpcrienccsinthepursuitofhiscreativeart. In 
thiscasewhcnthehcdonistsa.ysthatonlyplcasureisgoodhe 

l:1~.,do~~ ~~~t ;.,n~!p~h~hi~~~~o~11f~~ ~.,P~C:Jd~''(Zd ~~~; 
reason'ably) thatthelowerplcasurc:sarcalsogood,although 
perhaps in a less degree. The clement of value in both is 
just that on account of which we cull them both p\ca!ant. 
(b) The more reasona.blc explanation is that while plcas:mt­
nessis presen1 in every experience which we call goocl, it 
isnotthconlyclemcntofvalueinsuchane>tpcriencc. Tl>is 

~~~tt,:. m~rc3f:a~l>~~ ~~~~~~~~:~e ~~V:t u~~:a~~t:..~~~ 
experienccisaconcretem~ntal S!Uteofwhich plcaS<~ntncssis 
only one clement discovered by analysis. It is nol even true to 
say that the va.lue of the whole mental stulc can be mcasund 
by the amount of pleasantness that it contains, for we have 
already-seen that maliccbecomesmorccvil in proportion as 
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it i~ more intemely vlcasant. It is s\lfCly a reasonable 
inference thatelemcntsotherthanplcas.aotn~contributc 
to the goodness of the superior 'pleasures' like the enjor· 
ment of art or communion with God. The facts certainly 
seem to justify Mill's disdnction between higher and lower 
pleasures, but it is a distinction thateannotlxmadcbythc 
stricthedonist,foritdoesimplyth.atthereareotherclcmenu 
of value in a good whole beside~ plea'l.lntness or condurivcnc:s9 
toplcas.antness. 

(iv) Pltasum t41l he added /o one tmWIIP'. Mill certainly 
committed the logical fallacy of composition as he passed 
from egoistic hedonism to utilitarianism. To infer from the 
statement that each person's happiness is a good to each 
particu\arperson,theconclnsionthatthegcncralh.appiness 
is a good to the whole numbcrofpcrsonsisnomoreavalid 
argumc11t than to suppose that became c:~ch man in a city 
h:lstherighttoopcnthedoorofhisownhouscitfollowsth:lt 
al\inthceityhavcthcrightofopcllingthcdoorofnnyhousc 
they may fancy. It is the dcsit·abilityofMill's conclusion 
which gives his nrgumcnt .. plausibility which is lacking in 
thatofthchouse-brcakcr. There are, however, other ways 
of reconciling egoistic hedonism and utilitari:~nism. It may 
he argued that a man's devoting himself to the pur:;uitoflhc 
genera\happincssisthcbcnmcansofauaininghappinessfQr 
himself, and far-sighted egoists convinced by this argument 

~~iji~~t~~~~!~~l:~t~~~k ~~~~cfsP~~c~h~fi~t:~~~~~c ~~~';:. 
tionth:ltanothcrpcrson'shappinessisofcqualvaluetoone's 
own. Without such a recognition !here would always be a 
subordinationofcgoismtoutilitarianismorofut.ilitnriani.sm 
to egoism. It certainly appca.n self-evident that another 
man'sh:lppinessisatlcastanequalgoodtomyown, but the 
moralistwhoa...<;eplsthisisacccpt.inganothcrprinciplcthan 
thatofegoi•tichedonism,namely,that the location of the 
plea.uredoesnotmatter. ltilljustonlhi.spointlhatcgoi.stic 
hedo.U..tsand ut.ilitariamdiffcr. 

We turn now to the wider question whether there is any 
wayinwhichthehappincssofparticularindividualscanbe 
added together to form a gcncr.tl happincos, and this r.tisa 
the whole question as to whether amounts ofple:ISantn= can 



190 Ji11 l11trodudi0ll ID Etltics 

~ m~asurNI and whr.thrr th~y ~an be acldrrl tngrtlwr a• 
MiU'stheoryassumed. ltmaybclhatwchavcnot·ightto 
talk of the tota\amountofpleasantncucn.uscd by an action, 
andstilllcs.<to;oeompareitwiththetotalamountofplcasant• 
ness cawed by another action. In this eonn~xion ""must 
distinguish betw~cnthethr:orctical qu.,.tion whether we can 
aimatasumofpleruuresandthcpracticalquestionwhethcr 
we can ~ver actually cakulatc th~ total sum of the ple:>•ant 
CDJ~SCqucnces of an action. Our inability to do so will 
certainlytak~awayfrom the practical usefulness ofsuch·an 
ethicaltheoryasutilitarianism,butitwillnotaffectthctrnth 
orfallityofthc theory. The total sum of the pleasant con· 
xquencc:sofanactionmustbctakcntoincludcnotonlythc 
pleasantncssimmNiiatclyr""uhingfrom the action butalw 
theamountsofplcasantnessinalllaterstatcs.ofmindbrought 
about, however indirectly, by the action. It must al10 be 
takcntoillcludenotonlytheplcasantnc.sscnjo~dbythcdoo:r 
oftheacttonbuttheamountsofplcasantnesscnjoyedbyall 
consciowbeingsinconscquenccoftheaction. Incalculating 
thissumofplcasantconscquenccs.,itmustbcassumcd that 
theunplcasantconscquence.an>alsotakr.nintnar.r.nunr 
and, in wme way, subtracled from 1he total amount in order 
toarrivcatwhathasbecncallcd'thctotalsumofthcpleasant 
consequcnccsoftheaction'. Thcreisnodnubtlhatwcoftcn 
do compare two simple experiences with regard to 1hc degr~ 

=~~~7:/~":~=~~. ~:~:)~:~hif~!;;, ~~~~ f.~';:~~~:~ 
This docs not mean however 1hat a quantitative measurement 
can be made ofunilsofpl~asantncs:sin the way that we measure 
-...:ightsorlcngthsinstamlard units. The case is more like 
thatofanartcriticjudgingoneobjecttobemor<!beautiful 
thananother,orofancl<amincrexaminingstudents'cssays. 
lnthcsecal""itisrairlycasyforthcuiticorthccxamincr 
tosaythatoncobjecJoroncusa.yisbeuertha.nanothcra.tld 
sotoputtheminascrialordcr;bu.titiscxrrcmelydifficult 
forthceritictosayhowmuchthconeobjectismorebca.utiful 
than thcothtr,orfor the examiner to assign marks. It is 
a cC>mmon ""l"'riencc that two examiners will place the 
essays of candidates in the SJ~mc order of merit but will 
give \"~1)" differcn1 maries to the same cs.<;ay. Yet. ir we 
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were dealing only with the immo:diate pleasantness of ex­
periences to ourselves wccould certainly in many~ 
saywitltgrcat confidence tlmt one is more pleasant than 
another. 

The difficulty at·iscs in more compl.:-:< cases, and particularly 
when we consider more dist:>nt consequences. To begin 
with, it is difficult, as we ha,•c already S«n, tocompnre a 
pleasure of """k intensity and long duration like that of 
reading a novel with aplcasureofstrongintcnsityandshort 
duration like that of eating an ice, but then: is little doubt 
that we do some<imcs make such comparisons in our ordinary 
life, generally byconfiningourattentiontotheimmediatc 
consequences of the two ah~rnatives. Strictly, however, 
thehedonisthastoconsidunotonlythepleasant!IC$SOfthe 
immcdinteconscqueuces,buthehastoeonsidcrthepleasant­
n~ss of all the resultant experiences, and he has to take un­
pleasant as well as pkasam coascqucnces into account. One 
difficulty in his calculo.tion is that when two pleasant cx­
pcricnccscometogethcrinourmindsthcresultingplcasant­
nesssometimc:sdoesnotscemtobcasgreatasthesumofthc 
two pleasantnesscs occuning separately. We consider that 
the child who gets a large numbcr of toys and sweets on 
Christmas morning docs not get o. pleasure equal to the sum 
of the pleasures thateaehofthcgiftsandswectswould have 

~~~:~~~;~~:~h;~~~j;s~: !.:~:?ei:~:~~~~!~f~~ 
plu .. santness to the mind very much in the fashion of the law 

~~i~~:~::~;f!r r:;~:~:~:;. ;'.";:::c:~~ '~~S: ~~~\~:. 
ingofhisgiftsiusuchawaythatthctotalamountofpleasant­
nessmaybcincrcased. ltisalsothc<;ascthatsomepleasant 
cxpcricn,.,ssecmsotofitintooneanotherthatthcpleasant­
ncssofthetwotogctherisaetuallygreaterthanthcsutuofthe 
two plcasantnc::sscs cnjo}·cd separately. The British thcatre­
goerscernstothinkthatthcpleasurcofw:~tchingaplayand 
the ple:~.Sure of eating ehocolates go well tog~ther; but on the 
otherhandthepleasureoflistcnlngtomusicandtheplcasun: 
oftalkingwithonc'sfriendssccmtoiuterfet-.:withoneanothcr 
so that the plc:~.Santness of both of them together appears 
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tobc:actuallylessthanthatofoneofthemalonc. Thcncxt 
questionisastohowfarwco;a.nsubtract the unpleasantness 
of one or more consequences from the pleasantness of the 
othcrconscqucnccsofanaction. Hcrctooitisdifficultto 
supposcthatthcsuhtractionisinaccordanccwith the rules 
of arithmetic and sometimes it is difficult to see how it can 
bc:<ioncatall. Thc&·uigucandthcslightachcinthclimbs 
"hichaceompanythcmountainccr'striumphashcrcaehcs 
the summit of t1 mount:>.in arc in themselves unpleasant 
cxpctienecs, buttheysccm to add to rather than detract 
fromthcplcasantncssofthctotalexpcricncc. Onthcother 
hand, mmic which might be normally pleasant may appear 
loaddtoanexcruciatingpain. Yctcvcninsuchca.o;cswherc 
plcasantnessandunplcasantnessaremixcdwedooftcnmakc 
estimates of the 1o1al balance of pleasantness or unpleasant­
m-ss. The drunkard when he feels thoroughly bad on the 
morning afta· a drinking bout may be able to comforl him­
self that his evening'• pleasure was 'worth it'-that the 
plc:uantntss of his drinking exceeded the unpleasantness of 
theafter-dfcct.s. While it appears that there is no strictly 
mathematical way of adding pleasan1nesses and subtracting 
unp\easantncssesfromthcm,avaguestatemcntcanoftcnbc 
truly m.~dc that the consequences of one action au more 
pleasant or more unpleasant than the consequences of 
another. 

th~:cro~1~~:i~~ii~tfc'chcdo~[~t cbc':~tte:c r~~il~~:r\:~li~~~ 
considernotonlythcpleasantandunplcasantexpcriences 
resulting to one man from an action, but the pleasant and 
unpleasant eltpCI'icnces mulling to all men. And here 
there certainly can k no practical way of comparing the 
plcas~~ntnessesandunpleasantnessesoftwomcn. I can have 
no knowledge whether my neighbour's toothache feels more 
unplcasanttohimthanmytoothachcdocstome. Tojudge 
fromthewaytVIOdilferentpcoplereacttothesamcsituation, 
people seem to vary in their capacities of enjoyment And 
suffering. Soitisonlybyalimitcduscofourownexpcriencc 
eaguidetothcexpcriencaofothusthatwccanmakesomc 
veryuncertai.ninfcrencesthatoneactioncausesagreatcr 
balance of pleasantnes.~ over unplc<U.antncss than another. 
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Yet some such statements arc alm,.t ccrtn.inly trt.te; 
no one in his senses can doubt that the opening of a 
ho5pital in a country devastated by war causes greater 
plcasantncssallroundtlmntheopeningofaconcentrotion 
camp. 

For a prnct.ical cstimatc of the desirability oioJW action 
rather than another according to the utilitarian view, we 
would need totakcintoaccount notonlythcplcasantncssof 
thcconscqucnccsofthcaetionsbutalsotheprobabilityof 
these consequences actually occurring. The figure for 
compari:lonwouldbctheorctical\ythcamountofthcplcasant• 
ncs:~multipliedbythcdCb'T~Ofitsprobahility. We have 
alrcadysecnthatitisunlikclythatamountsofplcasantness 
can be measured as a number of units, and students of 
probabilitytcllusthatoftcnnonumcrical\'aluccanbcgivcn 
to a probability;wecanoftcnsaythatoncc:vcntismon: 
probnblcthnnanotherbutcanmnkenocstimateofthcdegn:e 
of probability of either in a quantitative fot·m.' This 
ecrtainlyappearsoftentobcthccascinjudgiugthcproba· 
bility of the occurrence of some future pleasure. E'-en if 
we hnd reason to think that the probnbilit.ics of two 
COilSC<Jtiences occurring at-e equal, we would need still to 
take tnto account the amonnt of information on which 
each judgement of probability is ba5Cd, for it is alwa}'S 
more reasonable to act on a judgement of probability based 
f~o~:,\l,~rmation than on a judgement based Oil small 

It is certain that the practical calculation as to which of 
two COUI'S<'S of action will lead to the gr<:alcr balance of 
pleas:tntncss is often impossible fi-om Jack of knowledge 
of thc:sc consequences. The argument that we do :tctually 
m.akethiscalctllationinsomccasc:sisnotsufficicnttopt"OVe 
that we can make it in e•·ery case. In simple cnses we often 
can make a direct intuitive judgement about consequences, 

~~~s i~n t~7ffic:':~ca:~~~h~t ~~e d~:~w,'J ;:,.;::c~i~!.:u~",~~!0~f 
consequences, and in these the complication• arc oflcn so 
greatthatthccalcularioncannotbcmade. ltiseasyforrnc 
tojudgcthatmyearingsolewhichhasn~rcauscdmeany 

1c.g.Kcyn ... :ATrtnliJ<oiiJ1ro&nhifl{t Pt.f,{h,3,!Xi\·, 
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indigc:nionin thep~st istohavemore pleasant consequences 
than my eating lobster which I neither lind plc~sant to 
the taste nor easy of digestion. It is c:<trcmclydifficult to 
know whether Caesar's crossing of the Rubicon had more or 
lesspleasamconsequencesthanthedisbandmcntofhis.-.rmy 
could ha.-e h~d, or whether the form~tion of a federated 
United State$ of Europe: would ho..-e more pleasant corue· 
quenCr$3tthi•pointofhistorythanthcformationofaUnited 
Natioru Organi~ation. One thing can be said for the 
utilitariancalculusofhedonicconsequences;itiscert:linly 
no mo...:: complicated and probably less difficult than the 
practie.alapplicationofanyothercthicalthcorye:<ccpta 
simple form. of intuitionism. The application of Kant's 
catcgoricalimpcrntiveindifficultcaseswould lx:evcn more 
diflicultthanthatofthcprinciplcofutilitarianism. There 
isnoca.syroadtotramlatcethicaltheoryintorulcsforpr:lctical 
living. 

(v) The mor<zltnJ is not mtrt{llht muimum amount of happintu 
but 'tAt grtaks/ hoppintss of 1A1 grtoi<S/ numbtr'. When the 
utilitariamuscdthco:pression'thehappinessofthcgrcatest 
number', they certainly introduced a consideration other 
thanthoscprovidcdbystricthcdonism. Theymaintainthat 
we ought to aim not mcrdy at causing as much pleasantness 
as possible, butatacertaindistributionofthispleas:mtness. 
ltccrtainlyW<)uldappc:arwrong to commonsense to hold 
thatagrcatamoulltofpleasurcconccntratcdio'("">Orthrec 
people is better than a slightly smaller amount"ofplcasurc 
distributcdunivcrs:r.1lyamongmankind,andthcutilitarians 
broughtoutthispointintheirrefercncctothc'greate.t 
number'. ForthisaprincipleofdistrilJutionisrt:quiredand, 
asweshallscclatcr,ourintuitiontellsusthatitought to be a 
justdi•tribution. Utilitarianism, howcv.,r, provldcsnosucb 
principle nor does it tell u.< how far we should be willing to 
rcducethctotalaDlountofplcasantnessintheunivc,...cin 
ordtT to secure a more just distribution of pleasantness among 
mankind. 

(vi) Pltasv'~ is t~ on()> thing tluJI is dm"rablt or good. The 
fundamental objection to Mill's utilitarianism as to <'Very 
other form of hedonism is that we know intuitively that Other 
things as well~~ Jlleasurc ~rc good. What gives a certain 
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plau;ibility to hclioni:.m is that every experience which we 
intuith·cly recognize to be good seems to provide a certain 
plcasanlna.:!a.soncofitaparts,anditiseasytomakcthcfal.!e 
inf"crence thnt because plo:uantnCM is present in every good • 
cxpcricncc,pleasantncssi•thcf;u;torthatm:>kcthce.'<pericnee ~ 
good. ProfcssorStaechaspointedoutthatanincn:ascof 
pleasantness docs not C>'Cn mean an increase in the more 
developed hedonic state that y:e call happiness.' This may 
be due to the fact that, as we have already seen, pleasurc· 
causingstimuliarcsubjecttoa]awlikcthclawofdiminishing 
rcturnsatlcastinthch.appinesstheyproduce. Thishappincss 
is dependent not so much on the amount ofpl<;asantness 
enjoyed as on the kindsofacti,·itics inwhi<;h the owner of 
that happiness finds pleasure, and this will depend on what 
we call his character. Sidgwick, on the othu hand, main-
tained that 'whcnwesitdowninacool hour,wecanonly 
justifytoournclvcsthcimportanccwcauachtoanyofthese 
objects by considering its conduciven~ in one way or 
another to the happiness ofsentient beings'.• With most men 
o;o.o\reflcctionislikelytoconcludethatsuchexperieneesas 
thecontemplationofbeautyorthesystemofvolitionsthat 
comtituteadevclopedmoralcharacter,orthcknowledgcof 
truth or communion with God or the consciousn~ offn:cdom 
or fc\lOVIl;hip with one's friends, would still be good, even if 
the pleasantness which is their normal accompaniment 
under present conditiom were absent. The matter is, as 
Sidgwick;J).v,oneforhonestintrospection,andeachmancan 
give only his own verdict. It certainly would seem more in 
accordanecwithcommonopiniontoholdthatactionslead­
ingtopcrfcetionofcharaetuortoincrcasedfellowslUpwith 
others are bctterthanactionswlUehmerelybringpleasW"Cto 
their d«r. These and other possible objects for a teleological 
theoryofethic:swillbcconsideredinourfurthersurveyoftdc­
ologicaltheoriesunderthcheadings'TheStandardasPerfec-
tion' and 'The Standard as Value'. Some of them seem to 
have an even bcuerclaim than plcasW"C to be considered as 
the ends at which right actions aim, and there has been a 
tendency among teleologists, while retaining the name of 

'Stace: Co,<ptofM<>r~/~, p. 146. 
'Sidgwick: M<thOt!s of EtAi<~, Bk. Ill, Ch. '4· 
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uLilit<lriauism, to diiC~Hl •u·ict hedonl~m, mul to "·cognize 
othermoralstandar<lsth:lnthatofproductivityofpleasure. 
Rashd:ll!, for example, in his JdNI Utililaria~ism, combino:d 
the utilitarian principle that cthie. is tr.lcologi<'~l with a non· 
hedoni<:viewoftheethi<:alend. 

§6. Th• Thtory of Sidtwi<~ 1 

th~~rri~~~~~,·~~~t~~::,r~~i~~~ ~i1~c~~~~~~;n~~~-~~ e~~i~~-~~ 
in hisMcl/wdso]Ethi<Sthr<:<:ethi<:althcori<:S, all ofwhieh 
oppe<~r tocommons~nS<: to be reasonable, namely intuitionism, 
egoistic (ethic.al) hedonism, and utilitarianism. The type 
nf intuitionism which Sidgwick <:hicfly examined is what we 
have called gcn<"ral or dogmMi<: intuitionism, which holds 
that we know certain moral rules intuitively. Sidg..vick 
found thM the rules so known arcju•t the rul<:Sthat an cn­
light<:ned utilitarian would adopt. As long as our intuition 
givcsc\earguidance,th<:typeofactionenjoincdis<:crminly 
the one which would cause the grcat<"St happiness to :t.ll 
mankind. When the "intuition giv<"S doubtful guidance, as 
inth<:eascoftcllingllnunplca<anttruthtoasickman,thcn 
itisalsodoubtfulwbcthcrthea<:tionisoneconduciv<:tothc 
gc:ncralhappincs.<ornot. SoSidgwickrcgardcdth<:intuitioiUI 
ofcommon-senscmoralityasutilitllrianrulcs not deliberately 

~:n~~~~J'b~t:~:a~~;~i~~:o~;~~cbh~!';:~u;~a,:~~ 
naturallyandmoreot·lessuneon~lyin·autilitarian 
direction. Sidgwiekrcalizcd, however, that in every ethical 
theorythcro:arc intuitions of the kind that we have called 
universal intuitions. Egoisti<: hedonism, for example, is 
bascdonanintuitionthatloughttoscekthegrcatcstpossiblc 
pleasureformysclfwhatcv.::r theothcrconscqucn<:esofmy 
a<:tions may be. Sidgwiclr. himself stated certain principles 
known intuitively by practical reason. One of these is the 
principlcofbcnevolencethatitisoW"dutytoaimatgood. 
gem:rallyandnotatanyparticularpartofit,toregardthe 
8QOd of othcn, for oamplc, as much WI our own. Another 

•ThiuceountofSidgwick'•theocyowe!Jmuchtoawell-arntngcd 
oummacy in Bro;ad's Fiot T.)"/>ts of ElM~/ Tilt"'.], pp. 14S-t61. 
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i• th" principle of equity that the good of one indi\'idual is 
not more important than thegoodofothers. While most 
moralists have accepted some such principles, it is not the 
casethattheyaresclf-evidcnttoallmcn;theydonotappear 
tobeself-evidcnttopsychologic;a.lhedonistsortobelievcrsin 
a chosen race. 

Thrscprineiplcsofequityandbcncvolencescemtnimply 
that theplcasurcsofothersa~toberegardcdasnfcqual 
weight with our own and so might h3VC led Sidgwio:k to 
abandon egoistic hedonism in favour of utilitarianism. 
Sidgwick,howevcr,sti\l...,taineclaplaceforegoistichedonism 
amonghis'mcthods'ofcthics. Utilitarianism is based on 
twosetsofprem.ises,theaxiomatictruthsofegoistichedonism 
on the one hand, and the principles of benevolence and 
cquityonthcothcr. lnacceptingthcconclusionofan 
argumcntwcdonotdenythch·uthofitsprcmiscs,butr3ther 
accept and confinn them. So even if we accept utilitarianism 
wemuststil\acceptthcsclf-evidentaxiomofegoistiehcdonism 
thatloughttoseekthegreatcotpossibleamoumofpleasaut­
ness for myself. This argument would not be valid if we reach 
thcpositionofutilitarianisn> bysomeothc•·waythancgoistic 
hcdonismsothatonanotherargumcnttlmnthatofSidgwick, 

h:!ta~i~~id~ :a~~t:n~::~ 1a;:,d ~~istic hedonism false, as we 

Sidgwick's thirrl 'method' was that of utilitarianism which 

~~uihJ:~~:~~m~hn~::~:~~~~~~'i~ili~~~/:~: h~~c~:: 
mayandisindecdlile(ytoprovidediffcrentrulesfromthosc 
given by egoistic hedonism, and so weare left with two in· 
dependent moral standards; egoistic hedonism tells us !o 

~:k ~;t~~-"pfe~';:~·c~f~~~ct~t~:it~~i~b';;:' 0~1:11 u~o:a":! 
beings. Tltis was called by Sidgwio:k the 'dualism ofpractieal 
reason'. It is possible to suppose that it makes no pnctieal 
difference whether we aim at our own plca.<urc or at the 
pleasure of all mankind. Sidgwick suggested 1hat the 
pno.ctieal difficulty might be solved by (a) a psychological 
reconciliation and (b) a metaphysiealrcconciliation. (a) A 
psychologieal argument on the lines of that of Adam Smith• 

'Sec Cb.4,§ii. 
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:~hr~~~;·· ~~~:~~~C:t~ ~~~hct6~c;'::c~i~em:F ~~~~C.:~!~~; 
:~~i,:~~~~e :~ht~;a;::t~:~;:~~~~;:r;1:f.~~ct~ ;~~ ~~;~~ 
~~~~~?~:~~ i~~~~£1~J~~::~~~::·:r!:::;r~~~s£!r~ 
ate cas~s whet'C the p.:lth of suffering on behalf of others 15 

~o:~~~~:ht: f~111lee~h;J:'c~n'(l,)h;~ i! i:Oac~~~~~~:Ft::;~~ ~f 
the univenc, we may suppose that there is a .;ontrolh.ng 

:Ji~i'Ju:ih~1:ow:~~~~~ ?or~·h;~~c:7:.~s;; ;~~;: :~.:~~~~Y~~~ 1~ 

~~g~:{~~£itd~~~i;~e~~~=~~~i~;·:~;;;5§ 
~;~~~~';:~t~~1a 0fu~~~~~et~~~~!~~~~~: ~~1; 1~ ~'!~;d~d~ 
h may be suggc:sted that the existence of God or of so';"e 
imperronal system for securing the rewarding of virtue hke 
the Buddhist system of karma and rebirths is too large a 

~S!~.r ~~~r~~~~:=:~~~r:::!f!;;I~~~::~e~~~~~~~ 
Sidgwick himself did not accept either the psychological or 
the metaph)"'ical hypothesis; he simply suggcstei 1hcm as 
ways of escape from the dualism of practical t"Cason. The 
real difficulty would remain, however, even if these hypo­
theses were accepted; for the conscientious moralist would 
stillwanttoknowwhctherhcoughttoscckashisdcliberate 
aim his own pleasure or the pleasure of all men, although he 
might TCalizc that practically it made no diffeTCJICC which 
aim he chose as his own. The Teal solution appears to be the 
completeTCjectionofegoistiehedonismaswhollyincomistcnt 
withourcommon..scnsc intuitions, so that, if utilitarianism 
in some Conn or other is to be accepted it must be on some 
other ground than that or Sidgv.·ick's premise of egoistic 
h~donism. 
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§7. Tfot Et~Jas/l,e PleasureofOtllcrs 

lthasbc:cnsai<imorcthanonccthatcommonsensegivcsno 
moral approval to actions which bring pleasure merely to 
thcirdoer,butitdoesgivemoralappro'!altoactionswhich 
bring pleasure to other people, particularly when these are 
dot~c at the cost of some unpleasantness to the <Iocr of the 
:u::uon. To the onlinary man the giving of pleasure to 
others simpl~· with a view to one's own indirect enjoyment 
would c~-rtainly have a suggestion of insineerity about it. 
Ontheotbcrhandatcleologi<;altheoryofethicshas,sll"ictly 
speaking, to admit that the location of the end to be aimed 
at docs not matter, and so it could never justify the dis-

~~~~~~" ';;~~\~y oe~. o~~~a~ ~~!':.:i"f~~i~~!: =~~ 
fcrringofthc happiness of others to our own seems among 
the clearest. A mere principle of equity or of justice like 
that adopted bySidgwickcannotjustifyit,forallthatsucha 

~~~~~t'~o~~~'!q~;d!it~ ~:~' ::.~~~~"~rat'~:; ;~,t~~~;~ 

~~~t~~~0~~:~:~,~~c~;~;;~~~~:;:~~;~~;:i~E 
~!C:i~~~~n~0 i~~~::..,a r~~:!.,~;.u~~~ :v"o:tt:~t~.,:~~..,tl~~ 
);~w~~~c~Je~~;e ~~~ :::~~~~,\:~~:;~~a}~ ':u~~~::~ 
ProfessorStacc considers that moral actions arc merely one 

:ha~:~.,~r ~~·~., at~:!o~~~~~!"~h~~~~.~~~":r:~~fl:h~ :~~ 
~~ti:;i~n~f~~!~:r ~;;dr;~~~"~~tn~~~~~~~~f~~;o•~~ bi::'~e: 
re:tdily enough without any instructor. It may be that 
justiccandunscllishno-ssarcrcquiredbythose'lawsofnaturc' 
which arc not universal statements of experienced fact like 
scientific Jaws. El<pcricncc shows WI aggression and cruelty 
inthcnaturalworldaswcllassclf-sac;riliceandsufl"cringpain 
forthcsakcofothcrs. Yctthc-reissomcthlnginnaturewith 
which the mora\ law, thatitislittingtosufferforanother's 

'Stacc: Collrt{'l of Mo•~l•, Ch. 7· 
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pleasure, is in harmony. It is analogous with the corn of 
wheat <lying to proo:lucc much fn>it, with the suff'ering of the 
moth.,. in child-bearing, and forth<: Christian thil; law has 
found supreme eKpression in the dcath of Christ on the Cross. 
Itislikclythatthislnweanbeputinhighertcrmsthanthosc 
ofhcdonism,nndwcshnlleomcba.cktoitlatcrinoureon­
sidcrntion ofsdf-s.1erifice. Yet even in tcnns of pleasantness 
and unpleasantness, there is somcthing fitting or natural 
aboutsufferinginordcrthatothcnmayhavcplcasurctho:rcby. 

r.: • .., 



Chapter X 

THE STANDARD AS DETERMINED BY EVOLUTION 

§t. The ConetjJ/ ofEoolulion 
Thcword'cvolution'maybcusedgcner;~llyforadcvclop­

ment of any kind or more particularly for that form of bio­
logical development which was taught by Charles Danvin 

. in his Origin of Spuits published in 1859· The notion of 
development was already a familiar one to philosophers and 
biologists from the time of Aristotle; indeed, nothing could 
be more obvious than that in the life of an individual animal 
or plant there is a development from the embryo or seed to 
the fully grown animal or plant. Even before the time of 
Darwin many thinkers held that a development of some 
si,.,ilarkindwcntoninthchistoryofaraceofanimalsoreven 
inthehistoryofthcunivcrse:~sawholc. Danvin'sthcoryof 
evolution,howcvcr,wasbasedononcspccialkindofdevclop­
ment. Hcdeni«<thatthevariouskindsofanimalsandplants 
were eao;h 9uc to a special creative act of God, that God 

~o~r.,af~;, in ~~~~~~~~~~~~,"~~:~~a~~a;;:~i~~~.~~d :r 
animal or plant had dcdrelopcd from some earlier and not 
exactly similar kind, the laws of such development being 
'natural selection' and thc'sun•ivalofthefittcst'. To take 
an imaginary example, in a region of the world in which the 
ground is covered with snow during the winter and food is 
then scarce, rabbits be<::ome the prey of larger anima!.. 
However, among the rabbits of that t·egion some suflCr a 
<=han~ variation and become lighter in colour. These 
lighter rabbits arc more difficuh to sec in the snow, and so 
C$tapcwhiletheirdarkcrbrothen::~.rcmorcfrcqucmlykillecl 
for food by the larger animals. The I'C$uh is that, after ::1. 

long period of time, the whiter rabbits become more and more 
numerous while the darker brownioh rabbit• gTadually 
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disappear from that region altogether. There has been in 
this ilnaginary example a natural selection an1ong rabbiu, 
andthclightcrhavesurvivedbecaweinthcparticularen· 
viroruncntwhichwchavedescribl:d they were the fittest to 
survive. h was in some such way, according to the Darwinian 
tho=ory, that the monsters, which ar<: now found on\)' in the 
form offos.sil remains, dis.~ppearcd in the past and that their 
places have been taken by the animals with which we arc no"' 
familiar. In histori<;altimcs there have been ehangessuch 
as the brown rat taking the place of the black rat in Gt·eat 
Britain in the eighteenth century which can be readily C~o<· 
plained in terms of Dan•·in's theory. 1 We arc TLOt here 
o=<>nc;erncd with the validit)' of Darwin's theory in biology, 
butitmaybcsuggestcdthatevenamongplantsandanimals 
naturalselectionisonlyoneamongmanytendencieiatWOrk 
indcterminingthccourscofdevelopment. 

Thcconccptofcvolutionin the Darwinian sense was soon 
usedeithcrliterallyorfigutativclyformanyoth«kindsof 
development than that of plant or animal species. People 
talkcdofthccvolutionofsocietics,ofinstitutions,ofreligion, 
of art, of morals and of conduct, sometimes merely suggesting 
thatthesethingschangeinthecourseofhistory,ilutsome· 
times with the definite implication that the changes take 
place in accordance with the principles of natural selection 
andthcsurvivalofthcfiuest. Jfwcwerccngagcdinastudy 

~~·~ =~~~ :i~~~ ~~ .. ~~~~u:ns~a;d:~d~b;'1V'~cr~~~~ 
conduct has been judged in the course of history, we would 
certainly nud to admit that there has been a development in 
human conduct and in the standards by which man has 
judged it, It is likely too that the conduct which is still 
practisedandthest.andardswhicharcsti\1 heldarein.some 
scnscmorcfillcdtoourcireumstanccsthan those which have 
disappeared, or, tomcanothervaguephrascoftcnwcdby 
evolutionists, the surviving conduct and the surviving 
st.andardslcadtoamorccompleteadjustmenttoourenviron· 
ment. This admission, however, scarcely touches the 

'Thisi>hardlyac:ueofdircc<otru.gglebctwcenthetwoopc:dcs 
aoDarwinthought,butonewherethcblackratfaiJcdforatimeto 
adapt itself to new conditions. 
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nonnatlvcsdcnecofethics. lfthestandardofethicsistobe 
providedbythetheoryofevolutionandbynothingdsc,then 
we would need to hold that better conduct is merdy more 
developed conduct or eonducl occurL"lng at a later stage in 
thceourscofhistory,andthatnoothermcaningeanbegivcn 
to !he terms'good' and 'right'. It is doubtful whe!herany 
moralist has ever accepted nn evolutionary theory in this 
strict sense. What m~t evolutionists would maintain is that 
asamaucroffaetlaterormoredevdopc:deonductisbcuct" 
than earlier or less devdopc:d conduct without supposing 
that 'good' or 'better' can be defined in terms of develop­
ment. Yet it is a definition of ethical terms that we are 
reallyseekinglnathcoryofcthics, butofcourscanyattempt 
todcfinegoodintcnnsofhlstorlcalorbiologicaldevdopment 
would conunit Dr. Moore's natw-alistie fallacy. This is 

, indeed the case where thef."lllaciousnaturcofa naturalistic 
definition is most obvious to the plain man; when we use the 
term'good' incommonspc:ech,wccertainlydonotmea.n 
'oceurringlatcrinthecourseofevolution'. 

TheDarwiniantheoryhas,howevcr,givenaspc:<:ia\direetion 
tothecvolutionarytheoryofethicsinconnox:tinggoodconduct 
wlthsurvival. Whatancvolutionarytheorymight\cgitimately 
sayaboutsuiViva\isthatatypeofconductwhlchsurvivo:sina 
'•truggleforexistcncc' between different types of conduct is 
thcbcuer-aviewinwhichitwouldhavcthcsupportofthe 

~~h!a~~c:t;!"~ ~c:::~.h~/!~~t~~~e~y~a~ ~~:i:r':h: 
vanquished. What some evolutionists seem to say is that 
conduct which causes the doer of that conduct or even the 
racetowhlchhcbclongstosuiViveisgoodconduct. ltmay 
be a plausible theory that prolongation of life either in the 
individuo~lorinthcraeeisagoodthing,sothatallactiom 
lendlngtoitaregood,butthisisnotanevolutionnrytheory 
ofethics. Itisatclcologicaltheoryholdingthatprolongatlon 
of life is either the onlycndoroncofthe ends to which all 
,·ightc:onductisdim:tcd. 

Wchaveni!Ulrkedthntthcintroductionofastandard...,ther 
thanthepurclyevolut.ionaryonciseharacteristicofmost 
so-called cvolut.ionary theories of ethics. TheresceiN to be 
something umtable about every evolutionary theory which 
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tends to turnitintoathcoryofa different type. Thi•is 
~ciallyttueofthegreatetofevolutionarytheoriesof 
ethics, that of the nineteenth·century English philosopher, 
Herbert Spencer. 

§~. Tilt ThDr,y of Htrberl Spenctr 

WcshallnowstateSpencer'sthcOl:yinasmallnuml>erof 
propositions, sticlcing as far as we can to his own words. 
(i) Lifcisthecontinuousadjustmentofintcma] rclations to 
external relations, and conduct comprchends all adjust­
ments of acts to ends. (ii) The conduct to which we apply 
thcname'good'isrelativdymorccvolvcdconduet,andthe 
conducttowhichweapplythcname'bad'isrelariv.:!yla,; 
evolved. (iii) A developed adjustment of act.s to ends or 
laterconductinthcco\IJ'Seofevolutionfurthcrsprolongation 
oflifeandanin<:rea$CC~amountoflife. (iv) Life is good or 
badaccordingasitdocsordocsnotgiveasurplusofagrccable 
feeling, that is, of pleasantness. (v) Lifeasamatteroffact 
doogivcsuchasurplusofplcasantness. (vi) What ultimately 
givcsauthoritytoallmoralrolcsisthefearofpa.inorpunish­
ment. (vii) The panicular moral rules accepted by any 
community at any period of history depend on natmal 
selection in accordance with cirCIImstanee, !O that, at the 
prescntday,conductgaiDSethicalsanctioninproportionas 

:~~~=~~:p~~~~'c:c~ :!:.Ci!~~~~a~i,~v;~ .. ~~ ~h~~ 
he wilt.., provided he docs not infringe the equal freedom of 
any other man. (Spencer implies that he will use this free­
dom to seek his own good.) (ix) In the course of develop­
ment, conduct is less contrnll~d by !"r<>ximate end~ and more 
controlledbyremoteends,andthesenseofdutyisaninto:mal 
sanctionsecuringthatconductiscontrolledbymoreremote 
ends. 

lnSpenecr's theory we can see thre.l influences at work, 
namely (a) the utilitarianism of his day which provided a 
hedoninic background for most cthic:al reflection, (b) the 
biological theory of evolution and (c) the individualism of 
Victorian liberalism with its emphasis on the freedom of the 
individual and the undesirability of interference by the state 
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a:; in the Ci:Oilorn.ie doctrine of laisstr fair<. It I• dear from 
lhevc:ryou~tthatSpencerwasnotsatisficdwir.hlhcpurely 
evolutionarythcoryofethicsthatbetterconductisnorhing 
but mou evolved eonduct. He implied that this is a statement 
requiring proof, and he proc:eeded to give proofs of it. For 
Spencer, conduct was an adjustment to environment, but 
goodconductwasanadjustmcnt of a special kind. It is not 

~~;~~~ac.lji~~::~~~ft!'::~i%~~~~~~c~~~::t ~;~~~d~~c~~:~i 
standard because there are so many kind. of adjustment.' 
Dcathwithits'dusttodust'isfromachcmicalpointofvicw 
the most c<m~plcte adjustment that a human organism can 
tnakc to its environment, and yet no one would suggest the 
pursuit of death as a moial aim. We make adjustments for 
diffcrcntcndsorpurposesandthegoodnessofapicceof 
conduetdepends on the natureofthcendas well a.son lhe 
efficicncyoftheadjustmentontcleologicalprinciplcs. Spencer 
ccrtainlyrcalizedtlllsforhedelinedconductascomprehcnd­
ingalladjustmcntsofacllitomds. Amore valid criticism 
would be thatSpcncerwastoomuchinfluenccd by biology 
where, if we can,ay there is purpose at all, that purpo.~c is 
merely to prolong life and to produce offspring, and this 
cannot be regarded as the end of m~ral action. Nor can we 
admit the relevancy ofMackenzic'spointthatin the higher 
human activitie~like those of the inventor we do not so much · 

=~~~'~:~': s~to~~~e~;~o;~:e~'a:,df:'c~~=~:f~vh: 
we dig a canal from a river to irrigate our fields.' The 
adjustment of act to end may be either an action which 
modifiesourselvcsasinlcarninga new activity, or it maybe 
anactionmodifyingourenvironmcntasinbuildingabridge; 
l.hcrelevantpartfortcleologicalcthicsisthatthcadjustment 
leads to an end. 

SoforSpenccrtheimportantqu<stionwas'Whatarethe 
ends to which bcuer or more evolved conduct leads?' and 
Spencer gave three answers: (a) prolong;ltiQnoflifc; (b) an 
'incrcasedamo\lnt' of life, pcrhap5somethinglikc the 'life 
moreabundaut'oftheGo•pcl;and(c) pl<:as\lre. Jfhcwere 

1 Mo.ekenzic; MtH!~ol 'If Etl>in, Dk. II, Ch. 5, §,·;, 
'Mackenzie; Mo~uol of Elhitr (as "hove), p. ~oo (6th Edition). 
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10 have demanded a single moral end Spcnecr would have 
nectledtoshowthatthelongc:stlifc isatthcsametimclJOth 
thefullestlifcandtheonecont.ainingthegre:llestamount 
of pleasure. Spencer did make some attempt to prO>'C this. 
He hdd that it is evident that life does give a surplus of 
pleasure to each human indiyidual; how debatable this 
Slatcment is can be seen from the fact that in the same 
century the German pessjmists Schopcnhaucr and Von 

~~r;aonnn th:;..!~:~:n~~~~e~ii~:,g:~~e~1 ~:~~c;.,:, P~~~~~~~ 
leristiephenomcnonoflife,ispalnfulandthatlabour,whieh 
is the lot of most men, is irksome. Even if we were to accept 
Spencer's statement that life as a whole gives a surplus of 
pleasure, i1 would not follow that the prolongation of life 
would be the only or the bes1 W3}' of increasing pleasure. 
lndecdtheexpcricn"ofrnansuggcsts that if the term of 
life is extended beyond thcnonnalspanof'thrce-scoreyca~ 
andtcn'theresultis'labourandsorTow',notplcasurc. ltis 
possiblconSpcnccr'spremisestocontemplatcmorealarming 
W3)'3ofinercasingthcamountofpleasurc,sucltasanindcfinitc 
increaseinrhepopulatlonwithcachncwindividualadding 
hissmallquotatothctotalsurplusofplca.sure. Spcnccrdid 
not make the notion of an 'increased amount of life' clear; 
he may have meant merely a more pleasant life, but he 
probablymeantamorecomplcxlife, ortouscanclaborate 

~=~:>f ra'::~~: ~{e,i:rc~:~:n:m~~c":e~:~l(:~, ~~=: 
geneity'. hisdoubt.ful,h~r,whethcrsurheomplexity 
mak<:S life either more pleasant or morally bc11cr in the 
common meaning of these words. Still it is concdvaiJic lho.t 
then:rnaybcthr«dilfCTtnlcnd<whlehglvevaluctothe 
conduct leading to them, and that, whlle these help one 
anothcrtosomccxtenr.inothcrrespectsthcysuggcstdiffCTcnt 
lin<:Sofconduct. 

The qu<:Stion may be asked whether conduct later in the 
counc of evolution leads to any or all of these ends. Primitive 
tradition as in rhc Biblical book of Genesis holds that the 
lives of primitive mtnwerelongcr than those now enjoyed, 
and,whlleitistmcthalinthclastccnturylhc'cxpccta.tion 
oflifc'inwestcrncountricshasgrcatlyincreasedwchavenot 
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h:odyctsciemifico\.oscrvationsovcralongcnnugt.prrin<.lto 
show whether this is a particular phase ora universa.lcbr~c­
tcristicofthecourscofcvo]ution. Thcnisa:rlllinlyarich­
ncssoflivingbroughtaboutbymoderninvcntion,buttherc 
isdisputcastowhcthcritisthckindofrichncsswhichcould 
bccall.::dmorallybctter;Roussc:audidnotthinkso,andMr. 
G:ondhi ro-da~· takes the same view. People of the same 
nutlook would also deny that the dct·cloped life of civil­
ized man is more ple:1.1~nt than the life of the primitive 
man. There mar, however, be grounds for holding th.at 
Spencer i• righ1, thai the course ofcvolntion moves in 
all these three direetions; we have co:rminly not enough 
empirical evidence to make ddinitc statements one way "r 
the other. 
AmorefundamcntalobjcctiontoSpcnccr'~ thcoryistolhe 

truly evolutionary part of it, namely the a<sumption that 
eonduct at a later stage in evolution is morall~· lx-ucr than 
conduct al ao earlier stage. There is much in popular 
thought to support the opposite view. In many civilizations 
mcnhavcthoughtthatthcrcw:osagoldcnagcofvirtucand 
innocencyinohcdistantpasr,o.ndatmanyperiod.sofhiSiory, 
even those who admit matcri~l progress often look back to 

!ihc~~:~::c~~;" ~:~to~!~i:i:~i~c~~d ~~~~~:~~:~~ 
waronatcrrificscalecanhardlygiveconlickncclothoscwho 

~;~"o~'tf~l:c::~~~'~:.,. ma:;l ;~~r~c t!~Js ~~~~d '~; 
Spencc-rhavcanyverysorongclaim to be regarded as the 
result ofthcconductwhich mcncall'right'or 'good', In 
theeaseofplcasurcithasalreadybeensuggesocdtbalplc:I.Sure 
isatmostonlyoncclcmcntinthcmornlcnd,orpcrl>Dpsone 
among several moral ends, and we shall sec later that ios 
placeonthcscaleofvalucsisprobablyalowonc. Th~rcarc 
certain forms of good conduct, tcmpcrana:, for cu>nplc, 
which,otberthings~ingcqual,doleadtothcprolongadon 
of individual life; but other forms of good conduct, such as 
courageand~nevolcno;einthcirmorcself-sacrificingforrns 
almostccrtainlytendloshortenthclivcsoftheirposscsson. 
A more reasonable view, and one that Spencer might have 
accepted, is that good conduct tends to preserve the life of 
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lheraceratherthanthatoftheintlividual,antlthistlu;ory 
would have a place for those acts of5df-sacrifice and heroism 
in which the individual loses his own life for the sake of his 
community. The mistake in thisa:rgumentislhatitwould 
make the rules of eugenics the most important of all moral 
rules."Thescrulesmayccrtainlyhav.:someplaccinamoral 
code, but thistheoryofcthicso;annot ~xplain how men have 
imuitivclyrccognizcdit.toberighttodocertainthin~tSwhich 
eugenics would forbid, such as to preserve the life of the 
defonncd,thcmenlallyfecbleantlthcsickly, thevcrypi!ople 
whose continued existence threatens the health and vigour 
of the race. We have already suggested that Spi!nccr's 
'amountoflifc'istoovagucaphrascforscientificcKamina· 
tion,butitccrt.oinlyignoresthcfactthatthroughoutthc 
history of civilization there have been twoidcalsofthegood 
life-the rich, full life of knowledge, an and many·sided 
activity(thckintloflifcthatweassociatcwiththeRcnaissance 
in Europe), and thesimplesinglc·mindcdlifc which neglects 
much that would be otherwise attractive in the steadfast 
pur.;uitofasinglepurposc (thckindoflifethatwcassociate 
withtheStoicandthesaint). Thissccondkindoflife <:crtainly 
lacks the hctcrogcneityofthcfir.;t, butmanypi!opleholdit 
H>bcmorallybcucr. Inhisabsolutccthics,thccthicsofa 
world in which there is a complete adjwtmcnt of the in· 
dividualto htS environment Spencer held that pleasure would 
betheultimatestandanl. Hercfo:rrcdto'actionsofakind 
purdy pleaswablc alike in their immediate 1"-;;. remote 
dfc~ts-~tionsabsolu1clyright'. 

§3. Er11!/ulic~ willloul Ttltology 

Darwin's theory was an atlempt to explain tile development 
of animal spo:cics widtout the notion of pw-posc and to show 
how, by purely m!Xhani~l causcs,late:rspcci"" dt:vclopi!d 
from earlier species. How far he was successful in doing so ill 
a question for the biologi!t. Tile phr.uc '!urvivol of the 
fittest' suggests to the mind of a moralist at least fitness for 
some end or purpose, even iflhat purpose be merely to remain 
alive. In our examinalion of Spencer's theory we have 
seen that he cenainly introduced the notion or end& again 
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and again in his evolution.:~ry ethies. Good conduct for him 
is not merely cond!.lct at a later stage in the coun<: of evol!.ltion; 
it is conduct which leads to longer life or to fuller life, or to a 
SW'pl!.ls of pleasantness. 

Spencer himself regarded the course of evolution as moving 
in the direction of an equilibrium, 'a balanced combination 
of internal actions in face of external foro;cs tending to over­
throw it', Mackcn~ie has pointed out that thi.s aspect of the 
course of cvol!.ltion has been emphasized by other evol!.ltionary 
moralists including Leslie Stephen and S. S. Alexander.• 

~~~ i1sc~f:0 ~:: ~m~e~ ~~:i~c~~hii~~he~~~et:f~~egt~ 
explicitly in his view of justice as the virtue by which each part 
of our human nature performs its proper function in harmony 

~~~t~3:·so~~~o~~~;~n:~e: !s ~c~~l~~tv:~:eu~:y;:ft 
concern mlatcr. The view of the sta.ndan:l as a l~w of reason 
held that theff is a coherence among themsclvn in morally 
good actions, and the notion of a harmony in the develop­
ment of the ea.pacitia of human nature will play a large part 
in the conception of !he standard as perfection with which 
we shall be occupied in our next chapter. Alexander 
brought O!.lt the importance of an equilibrium among the 

·contending inclinations of an individual, when he wrote: 
'This moral ideal is an adjusted order of conduct, which is 

~~~br~n ~::::,di~~~~."fn~:':nzl:'in:~:h~ji~ 
Stephen's view as holding that 'virtue means dli.;iency with 
a view to the maintenance of soc:ial equilibrium'; and, 
although Leslie Stephen• hardly gives to this notion the 

~;:'~~~~$i~~~~l~~.~~,.~~hi:~~~~~e::..:~;t7on~fa~~~~i; 
following r~marks may be made o.bout it. (a) The tendency 
to reach an equilibrium is certainly not the only tendency in 
the course of evolution, and cond!.ltt may slli'Vive for other 
reasons than bc<:ausc of its tending towards a state of 
equilibrium. It may survive for example because it is more 

1 Mackenzie: Mg~""l ofEW", Bk. U, Ch. 5, fvii. 
• 1\lexander: Morol Ordtr ~~~~~ PtD.rtrns, p. ~9!!· 
•In hi.o book, ThtS<imr.ofEtltics. 
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suit~d to th~ circumstan~es of a new environment. (1.>) As 
wehavesuggestedaln.:ady,cohcn.:nccorcquilibriumamong 
thediffercnttendenciesofanindividual ora community is 
ofveryliulemoralvalucunlcssthetendenciesarein them· 
se]v., good tendencies. (c) The preservation of an cqui· 
libriumatsomestagc of ethical development ahead of the 
present stage would mean a maintenance of the sfa/us qu11 

~h!';~ ;;~h,.~~t~~~:,;ic":f~~~o%~~~7~ :it'7t~ ~;~::~:.\~;~h 
~fe::r:.texpccttofindemphasizedinancvolutionarythcory 

§4 . .No/ural StkdWn in EU.i&J 

lsthcrenaturnlscleetionandasurvivalofthefittcstinthe 
sphere ol morality as there is in the sphere of biologi~;al 
evolution? If we W<TC dealing with the positive science: of 
ethio;s we could ccr..ainly make some generalizations very 
like thme that are made by the biologists. Individuals and 
raccsma.yvarythcirconduct,justlikethc'chancc\"ariations' 
of the biologist, and we may believe that certain varieties 
ofconductwilllcadtheraceorindividualsthatpractisethcm 
to survive, while those practising other types of conduct will 
perish. Thcrcmaybeastrugglcforexistcnccin the world 
of men as in the world of animals; only in the developed 
s~ges ol that struggle th_e qualiti~ whicb lead v .. s~rvi~l 
willchangc,asSpcncerhimsclfn.:ahzcd. ThcusL:Jfmtclh­
gcncc,asinthcconstnlclionofacroplancsandatomicbombs, 
and co-operation for mutual prote<:tion with it:; place for 
qualiticsofgencrositytoothcrsandfairplayamongallicsarc 
obviouslyofthegrc<ltestvalucforou>Vivalinmodernwa•fa,.·. 
Then.: seem to bcvarietiesofeonduct suited to certain en­
vironments; polyg<omy w~s certainly more useful for surviv<ll 
in days when much manual labour "":lS required in the life 
of the nomadic tribe or the primitive agricultural settlement 
than it is in the machine-filled life of3 modern in.llustri~l 
city. Wcmaytoon:g:ard.thcstruggleasastrugglenotamong 
men but among standard!, and here too we may sec that 
o;ertain standards of moral approval tend to survive in 
certain environments; the virtue of courngc is rmphasized 
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in a time of war while the virtue of thrift is cmphasi~cd 
in a country building up iu n:sourcc:s under a ca.pitalistic 
regime. 

The survival of the fittest among moral ideas, b.owevcr, has 
certain definite differences from lhc survival of lhc fittest 
among races or species, as Alexander pointed out in :tn 
article on 'N:ttional Selection in Mor:tb". 1 The only way of 
survh·al in the Darwinian scheme is the prop~ga.Lion of one's 
ownspccicsandthcdcstructionofriv:tloncs. Asimilarprous.• 
takcsplaccamongmenwhcnsupportcr•of:tparticul:trsct 
ofmoralvalucsS('touttodcstroythoscwithrh-:t]vicwsot"to 
imposctheirownvicwsbyfor<:eonth05Csubordinatetothcm. 
Yet we have heard the word 'unnatural' used as the most 
suitable adjective for the ideological race massacres of our 
own time, a term which suggests that we do not look on these 
things a.s a part of the natur:tl course of evolution. The 
great methods among men of making moral ide:tS survive 
havcbc:cnthoscofeducationand persuasion. hisbl.'("ausc 
ofthesethatideasoriginallyheldbyaminorit)'lx:comcthc 
prcvailingmora\ide:tSofanagc,aswecansccinthestory 
ofthc.abolitionofslavcry. Ithascvcnlx:cnthoughtthat 
ide:tS which it bas been allcmptcd to suppress by violence 
havcabcttcrehanccofsurvival; thebloodofthcmart)TS 
hasbcenthcsecdofthcChurch. 

~veninthesceircumsmnceswcarestilldca[ingwit\tpnsiti\"C 

:~~~vca~ ':\,~~~e t~~ ~o;d;~, tf.~n! ~\~:t ~~,;d~f',.,;!~'~f 
ethics. Forexample,whcnthcc\cdsiontoprohibit the sale 
ofccrtainintoxica.tingliquorswasmadeinthcUnitcdState< 
of America, this did not indicate that the prohibition was 
necessarily right, although many refonners hailed it as such. 
at the time. It would be equally foolish. to think that th.c 
repeal of the prohibition laws showed that th.cy were unfit 
to survive and morally wrong. Yet there may be a true 
cxplanationofboththcimpositionand therepcalofthcpro­
hibitionla"''~ whichuscsonlynaturalfactors, as Darwin set 
outtodoinhiscxplanationofbiologicalchanges. S.;icntific 
explanationofancvcnthaonothingdireetlytodowithits 
morn] value. If we are 10 maintain that the standards of 

1 lnt~rn~lilmal ]ourMI of Elho"CJ, Vol. II, No.4· 
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ethics uhimately to be reat;hed by the hum.an race arc th<' 
hight.~tpo55ible,itlnustbcdonconothergroundstbanthose 
ofpurclynaturalsclo:.;tion. ltmaybcdoneontherdigious 
ground that God is working out a purpose of this kind in the 
Hfcofthlsplanet(aviewthatlnanyChri.srianshaveheld:asa 
partofthcirfaith), or on some other metaphysical ground. 
Merely natural sckction can at the most prcsen-e standards 
which are suited ton particular environment; it C:ln dn 
nothingtosccuretlr.ltthesc~remoraltythebr<!. 

§5. Mrxkm Tl«oriuojENiution 

ltisperha~hardlyworrhourtroublctohavcgivensomucb 
comiderationtoDarwin'stheoryofnaturalsclcction,aseven 
biologistsnowtendtoacceptothcrformsofthecvolutionary 
theory. Some of these other forms differ greatly from the 
original theory of Darwin, and one or two of them appear 
::as~ more !ignificant for ethics than that theory ever 

A well-known modem evolutionary theory is the theory of 
'Emergent Evolution' taught chiefty by Lloyd Morgan. We 
usually think of development taking place by strictly 
mechanicalcausation,sothatifweknowthecauscsatwork 
at any moment of evolution, we can tell the rffcets which 
will follow, just as when we know the weather conditions we 
can in some measure predict the quantity off~ .. h:>rvcst. 
Lloyd Morgan held that evolution docs not ah"'~ > proceed 
bystrictlypredictablesteps,butthatatvariousstag""thc 
cau.,.lfactorsatworkresultin theemcrgenceofsomething 
new, an 'cmergent'as thi• theory calls it, which could nor 
havebcenprrtlictcdfromaknowledgeofthecauscsalready 
at work, however complete that knowledge may be. The 
emergence of life from non· living ma\ler and the emergence 
of mind from living mauer are two of the most striking 
68mplo of the appearance of what is new and unpredictable 
in the coune of evolution. In a similar way there may be an 
emo::rgenceofthenon-natwalistiefromthemerelymecbanical, 
or an emergence of conduet determined by ideals of what i! 
right from eonduct determined by natural eaUSC:!I. Of eoiii'Se 
LloydMorgangavenoexplanationofhowsuehancmergence 
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takes place. The very fact that it is unpredictable impli"" 
that there is no scientific Cllplanation of it. Still the view 
thatwchavetoaeceptwitha'naturalpiety'thcfactthatsllth 
emergcnccsdotakcplaceelsewhcreinthccourn::ofevolution 
docsmeanthatcventhcscicntific.allymindedeanacccptit 
as po:s$iblc that at a certain stage in dev.::lopment conduct 
is no longer determined by mechanical causes but l>y 
ideals. 

Whcnamanisasked.touplainaprocess,forex.amplcthe 
working of his watch, he may set about doing it in two ways. 
Hcrnayexplainitbythc<mC'lO',accumulatcdinthcspring 
through the pruces> of winding, i.>eing released under th~ 
controlofsomercgulatingmechanism. ThisisCJCplanation 
byrncchanicaleauscs,eauscswhich begin to work before the 
process takes place, or what Mac~nzie called 'e:<planation 
by beginning'.' The ordinary man, however, is even more 
likely to explain thcworkingofthewatchbyshowinghowit 
tells him the time. This is explanation by the purpose or 
end of the process, what followcn of Aristotle called the' final' 
cause; Mackenzie called this 'explanation by end'.' It 
hasbcenthcendeavourofnaturalscicnccstousemechanical 
explanations and not explanations by c11d which may be 
named. teleological c:<planations. Humaneonduct m:~.ybc 
explained in the same two ways. lnourordinarytalkwe 
uscmorecommonlythctclcologicalcxplanationandcxplain 

~~~~!t!!::~f ~~ih~i"~:~~;~:i?r~~;.~~;!~~~a~f.i~~~~ 
:~.ucmptstocxplainactionin tcrmsofanteccdcntcvcntsin 
the agcnt"smindvcrymuch in thcfashiooofthcphysical 
'ciclltC<. The original Darwinian theory bc:lon~d to th~ 
'amcscicntilicoutlook,andtriedtocxplainthcdcvdopmem 
of ::minllll and plant kinds. by merely natural ca1oscs. But 
the outlook, even among scientists, is changing, and 1hc 
special characteristic of such modern dcvclopmcntsoflhc 
c•·olutionarythcorysuchas'EmergentEvolution'isthmlhey 
givcalargc•·placctopurposcortcleology,andthisi;vct·y 
signilicant fo1· ethics, where one gLOllp of onm~lthinkcr;, th~ 

').facken•ie:MQIIUn/'lf£/hi«,Bk.II,Ch.!),~iv. 

''-lackcn>.ie:oJ>.cit.,Dk.II,Ch.5,§x. 
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tdcologicalwoull, has regarded conduct as good or bat! 
auordingtothccndswhichithasinvicw. 

The French philosoph~r, llergson, howe\"cr, was not 
satisfiedwithteleologic:alcxplanationsofconductandofthe 
courseofevolution. Hehddthatall•uchcxplanations5till 
mt~n th.atouractiorrsarcdetermined, notttow l>ytheante• 
ccdentcauscsofthephrsicalseicncesbutbytheendstowhich 
they \tad, and he thought this to be inconsistent with that 
f=tlomwhichweintuitivclyknowtobethcvcrressenccof 
ourlifcandconsciousncss. Accordingly,Bcrgson;ottcmptcd 
10 explain the course of evolution ndl\ter like the earlier 
Darwiniansbyaccidentalvariationsdue tocauscsalreadyat 
work,norlikcthcteleologistsl:oythcworkingoutoftlu:purposc 
of a beneficentercator who has given a like po"cr to his 
human creatures, but b)·ac,..,ativeimpulsc or'vitalsurgc'. 
Thi. hasi.>ecnpresc:ntinnaturefrom the beginning, mani­
festing itself in ncwfonnsoflivingereaturcs,andinhuman 
life it shows itself in new forms of conduct. Creativeness or 
thepowcrofproducingthcnewandthcunprcdictal:olcisof 
!hcwrynaturcofthcc\"Olutionaryproecss. Sothcemcrgencc 
ofidralsand CI"Cn the later appearance ofncwidealsinthc 
morallifcisnotadillieultytobesol••cd,l:outisjustwhatone 
would expect from the creative nature of reality. Evolution 
isncithcrmcchaniealnortclcologicalhutcrcativc. 

§G~f ~·;::::c::a::rycharaeter;,tic of all cvoluti~£ then an 
c~-olutionary theory of ethics may hold that goodness and 
creativeness arc identical or thatconduet isl:octterin sof~r 
asitismorccreative. This would bc;•rcasonahlcdcvclop· 
mcntof&rg.ron'sthtoryandcertainmoralistsha\·ctosomc 
dcgrccacccpto:ditchicflyinclnscrelllli?utnapartieular 
theory of theology. Professor L.A. Rc•d finds the same 
CTCativcncssinanactnfgoodncssashcdocsinaworkofart.' 
Mostmoraliatsmakethemistakeofttyingto6ndthegoodncss 
ofanactioninoncabstractpanofit,butjustastbcgoodncss 
ofaworkofartilintheconcretcwhole,sothegoodncssofa. 
goodactionisintheaetionasawhole,notinitsmotivealone, 

'!. .. \. R~id: C.rralh~ Morality, (:h. G. 
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as o.ome of the intuitionists have~aid, and not iu its plcas.:~nt 
consequences alone, as the utilltarians have .aid. Then: is 
alway~o som~tlling unique and in·cplaceable about a good 4 
aetiona>thcrcisa.boutaworkof..rt. Thcrearerulestobe 
f?llowedbytheartistandbythcmoralist,butthcartistwho 
stmplyfollowstherulcsofhiscraftslavishl)·anddoc:snothins: 

h:~~;~t~d"~~J;l~:~~at"'ogu':~:u;'~~~y fi~0~~·t h~~':;!~;~; 
~ndrv~J~\ :o~~~.,:~u~,,:;~t!~':~u~h ~:q~~v:."::e"u;~h~fo~: 

~~{~~~!t~f~l~}~~#~~~~~;J[~f~ 
lkrgson, who held that open morality, the morality which 

cx~~~~~ .. ~~~~n:~;~l~::~~~~~~=v~5d\~;:~~~~cb'ctwccn 
thn:c levels of ethics, (a) the ethics of law where mor1liity 

• consistsinoi>c}•ingrules,(b)thccthicsofrcdemptionorgra.ee 

::~.:;,~ .. 'r."~~~:~~J~~·t,:~~~~~~~~::;r,'ir:.'~~~;~~ ~~%:~i 
lawisforthcs.,kcofmanandnotmanforthcsakcofthclaw, 
and (c) thccthiesofcrcativcncss.• M.Ilcrdyaevpoinlllout 

!\~; .~~\)~ ~~"~;·~~~"~; :fu:h"~~:,~~~:~~:'!d~ !::•., o~ 
stilla•lavctorulc;thcrulcinthcfirstcaseisfixedbysome 
Ou!.';[dcauthority;thcrulcinthcsccondcascislixcdbythc 
endatwhichmanaims. i\ndthiscnslavcmenttorulclcacb 

~";,t~::;j~~1:~.,~~~:~:~~.~:~~2l~J~ d~~~i:;r,~~i~~~~ 
and it implies tb11t'eachimlividualmustacta•bimsclfand 
notasanotherwouldh.avcactcdinhisplacc,andhismora.l 
:tctivitymustspringfromthedepthsofhisownconsciencc'.• 

1 L, A. R~id: C"atiO< Mo•ali/;1, p. 104. 

'lkrgson: Mo•alil;la•dRr/igwrr,p. ~7. 
'lkrdyaev: Th< lhmll)'cf.\1~"· 
'op.cit.,p.t;•. 
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Bcrdyacvatthesametimeemphasizesthepointthatinsueh 
ereativcmonlitytheuniqueconeretepersonalityoftltebuman 
individual is the highest value in the moral life and moral 

b~~n ~;~~~;7~tm~t~C: iC:m':: .• tr~':t~~e ~~~J~~i~ 
so much the end to be achieved as the realization of his 
crcativeencrgy. Jnlightingforagoodcauseitiseommonly 
agrccdthatwhatmattersmostisthcqualityofone'sfighting 
and not the issue of the baule. Creativeness may bring its 
owner happiness, but that is o. mere o.eeidental consequence 
andncvcrthcaimoftheereo.tivc:tct. lndced,M.Berdyaev 
sugges~thatthefinalcndofgoodconduct,asdistinctfrom 
theconduetitself,isjudgcdratherintermsofbcautythanof 
moral goodness. M.Bc:nlyaevcon<:ludn thatthedevdop­
mcnt of morality is in the direction of frudom, compassion 
(as evidenced by a growing tenderness toweakfolk,<:hildren 
and animals), and creativeness.• 

Thisa.spc<:tofcreativenessiscertainlysomcthingthatdocs 
not seem to have a place in most of the familiar ethical 
theories,o.ndthcfactofthcncwemphasisonitinpresent· 
dayethicalthoughtmayitselfbcancvideneeforth<:cvolution 
of morality. Whether we can accept the theory of creative 
evolution, as it has been taught by Bergson or by other 
modern philosophers, is a question for the metaphysician 
ratherth.anthemorali!t, but itdoespointtosomethingthat 
the older evolutionists ignor.:d, the pr1:Senee off~-.. unique 
and creative activity in thc.:ouncofcvolution. 1l'01"cthics 
this notion has a special importance. h has been generally 
agreed that freedom of some kind or other is a necessary 
postulate for morality. There appears too in the case of 
certainmoralactiom,andthcseaetionsofthchighestmoral 
quality,somcthingofthcsamcuniqllCneslithatwefindina 
grcatpocmorinagn:atpictur.:. Whilcthereappearstobe 
a larger place in monlity for obedience to ntlc and llllpiration 
afterendsofvaluethanM.Bcrd.yacvrccognizes,thercis 
surclyalsoaplaceforcrcativcncss,theexprcssionofgoodncso 
in new kinds of a<:tion. Yet we need to be reminded that 
whatisimportantaboutanaetionisuottbatitisncwand 
uniqucl.>utthatitisgood,andtomixthcseupwouldbcabad 

1 Be>dyacv:op.cit.,p.196. 
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case ofthc nat1.1ralisticfallacy. To admitCI-e.'\tivencssand 
uniqueness to mor.~lity may seem to give it an indefiniteness 
andfreedomwhichasc:ientifiethcoryofethicscannotcope 
with, and it may be actually the case that there is something 
aboutgoodnessthatisintractablctosc:icntifichandling. 
lt may be, however, that creative evolution is pointing us 
againlooncoflhosclawsofnaturcthatareatthcbasisof 
themorallifeasofthcunivencgencrally,alawthatlhcrcisa 
fundamental crcativcn= both in na1ure and in morality. 



Chapter XI 

THE STANDARD AS PERFECTIOi\" 

§1. Sr/f-Rtali;rAiion 
Rashdall has pointedouttholllhc:word 'self-rcaliz::nion', 

which has often been used tod~•cribc the aim of the moral 
life, <:an not mean the making of the self rea], as its fonn would 
5uggest, for the self is real already.' It may mean, and 
genernllydoc:smcanthemakingoftheselfpcrfect. Agood 
dealoftheplausibilityofevolutionarythcoriesofcthicsis 
derived from the fact that many people believe that the 
course of evolution tends to the production ofmon: pcrfccl 
kindsofplant.andanimaJ.,forcxampletomoreperfectdogs, 
more perfect hones, more perfcc1 roses or more perfect 
oranges. lntlu:•ecascs,howc\'cr,thcddihcratedircctinnof 
man in controlling the breeding of animals and thefcrtiliza­
tionofplantshasdonemorethannaturecvcrdidinproducing 
morcpcrfectkinds. Tbis•uggeststhataeoruciouschoiceof 
activiticsandadeliber.ucpunnitofcndsisthc"'-ayofattain· 

~:~::~r"':v:.:;~:~.ionT~act~c[, ~:~n r~di:J'cti~~:.frt;~:!:~ 
cvolutionarypcrfcctionandmuralpcrfcctionastbescwords 
arccommonlyuscd. Incvolutionweareeoncerned"'iththc 
pcrfcctionofthckindnrlhcracc,cachindividualcounting 
nnlyforlhcmorep.Tfectkinditm.ayhdptoproducc,andfor 
attainingsuchperfcctionthemnstimportantknownruiC!Ian.: 
th~ofcugcnies. lnmo•·ality,asthephraseself-realization 
rcmindsus,lhepcrfcctionwithwhichwcarcconccrnedisthc 
pcrfcctionoftheindividualself,and~ryindividualcounts. 

Aristotlegavclothecndor6nalcauseofthcmorallifcthc 
name of 'cudaimonia' (.lu8o•~~oo~;.,), and while the Gn:eb 
wed 1his wOI'<I for something very near to what we call 
'happin=' orc\'cn 'prosperity' in English i1 i9 sarcr not to 

1 R.a.hdall: ThtDr;rofGom/~mf J.",•ll, Vol. II, p. 62 (I), 
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:ttlcmpt to tr:tml:ttc a wo•~l 10 which Aristotle certainly gave 
a special technical significance. Aristotle defined 'c\ldai­
monia' as the e.-<e•·cise of a man's soul (or rcaliza1ion of a 
man'sc.~pacities)inaccordancewilh'cxccllencc'(or'virti.IC'), 
and if then: bemor<: thanoneexccllcnce,inaccordancewith 
the best and most complete cxcellen~e.• The word !hat has 
been lrnruslated 'exercise' or 'realizouion' is the word from 
which our English word 'energy' comes, and has something 

~~i~15d~~7~~~~ti;; b: :J1ti;:.r~:~~g~hc~~~ ~r~:;~~ 7-~~i~~ 
e.:~p.o.cities of our n:ttu..e are most worth developing. The 
acrobatccrtainlydcvelopssomeea.pacitiesofht..naturetoa 
very remarkable extent, butitisdoubtfulwhethcracapacity 
IOt\lrnsomersa.u1tsandtowalkononc'shcadh;nanymoral 
val1.1e, cxceptpcrhapsasmall oneingivingsomeplca.s\lre to 
~pectators. There arc intellectual capacities of a similar 
kind, such as solving crossv.-ord p1.1zzles or chess problems, 
thcdcvclopmcntr>fwhichmaygivcaccrtainsatisfaction to 
thcirpossessornbutwhichcanhardlybcthoughttoaddtohis 
moralgoodnes.. Eveninthecas.:ofthosecapacitieswhich 
:>rc found developed to some dcgrr~ in most normal men, 
thercarcclcardiffcrencesofvaluc. ltisgencrnllyhddtobc 
•·ight to develop one's capacity for sympathy as ffi\ICh ~ 

~ll.~~~ bd~~~~~~:~~: ;:;~~tf: i~a~~~!cu!!':~~c;:,u"!da: 
~~·~;~~~~~~~~ '~otl:!r;~ ~; ~;~l~;:,Yw::;,~~~~e ~':!1: 
ofknowlcdgcandthercalmofpracticc'.• Thereisprohably 
much to be said for the view that c:>ch individual should 
develop capaciti~s of different kinds, by takingsomcsortof 
phpicalexcrcisc,cngaginginsomcintcllccnmlpursuitand 
having some forn> of spiritual aspiration. At the same time 
itisccrtainthataccrtainnmountofspecinli.ationonthcpart 
of individual• i•good for socict}·, for example that some 
individuals shollld give themsch-cs to mcdic.ol orscien1ific 
r<:oearch su completely tlmt they le:>,·e themselves neither 
timcnoropportunityforde,•clopingthcnstoftheircapacitics. 
Norcanwcsaythatgoodnesscoruistsinthedcvclopmcntofa 

'Arioiode:Nicamachto~Ethics,Dk.l,7(l0993). 

'Bradley: f'rin<ip!rs of l.o.~il, p. t.i~· 
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~n;n:s;;=~e~~~~geshl~h~'::"~~~ti:,ato~!~ fse~:'i~b~; 
~~~~oP:d~iS:.x'~t~~=:~, '~f f~;~evd~:; ~~o:I:~ 

g~r~:~ifg~fr~~~~R~G:;~~:g!~!:; 
of men who have 'denied themselves' bY debber'ately aban· 
doning p\U>u..its, worthy in themselves, which would have.led 
to a richer .o;elf.realization. Such men renounced the enJOY· 
ment of family life or the practice of art or. the search for 
knowledge in order to carry out some soetal purpose ?'. 
religious ideal. What is evident from all chat has ~en satd 
is th!\1 a theory of .o;elf-realization, in order to be vahd, must 
indicate which human capacities are to be developed and to 
what degree each is to be developed. 

§2. SpiritUJJI Ewlution 
The German philosophn-, Hegel, also regardc<.l tl.te story 

of the uniVC'I"Sc as a pr<><;CS!I of development or evoluuon, _but 
not as a biological evolution determined b}' m~hamcal 

~~~~cti~;• :/'J~~:11 ';=.,'!;:\!;dki~f ~~!e~h~tJ!g~0cs~ 
development so far n:aehed in the self-consctous hfe of man. 

r~~ ~:~.:~cio~r:r; ~~7.:1~;.,~~~~~~:ne=:n:;;:f-~·;l;~yrr::~: 
merely to know but to reflect on one's own knowing. Even 

~1~§;g~!i~fi~;g~ff~f~fiD~fi!i~;~~:~~ 
sdous goal of the individual. 

The view that reason is the characteristic quality of man 
was hdtl by Aristotle, who held tha,t rc~«>n was the IJcst 
ex,cllence in ~ccordanec with which man's wul m.l\f br. 
developed. Now it is certainly a fact that, without a certain 
amount of dclibtnue n:ftcetion (which is a combination of 
Aristotle's reason and Hegel's self-conscioUllnc:ss), a man 
could not be ~gar<.lcd ;\!1 fully hunt.~n and would ccrtainl)' 
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'" ~s :~~ps~~l-i~~r~~:~~~:~h~~h ~~~ ~~~~~~~::~,:1 o~·':b!'g= 
man, Yet it is hard to ?e~ieve that moral good~ess is in an 
unusu~l degree eharao::tertsuc.ofthosc who carry tl>ts deliberate 
rdlcetLon to extreme forms m 1:: ;::~~~;~·:;~\h~~~~~r 
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ofHcgd,,ofa•·f,..nnovcr-cn~ph.:uizingthcplaccofimlivitlual 
sclf-rulization, do not give a large enough place to the 
individu~l ~'a moral a~t:cnt. 

§3. The Tllto')l ~ T. H. Cum• 

ThcinOuenecofHcgclno:~s\·crymarkcd in Engli>llcthio;al 
thought dm·ing the second half of the nineteenth century, 
and we may take as an e""mple of ethical idealism in England 
the theory ofT. H. Green.• Green held that the characteristic 
part of human nature is the 'spiritual principle' by which 
man knows himself to be distinct from the world ofnatun:, 
and because of which he is self-conscious. This principle, 
however, is not to be regarded merely as an additional part 
orfacuhyofthchuman mind over and above the capacities 
which man shares with the Iowa animals, and wo.king as it 

~?bi~:~£;~;~::~_f:~~:·~=~~~~~~~:~~~~ .. ~~~~:!~; 
colours and sounds just as the Iowa animals have these 
scnsations,butinmanthcscarcsomodifiedbythcspiritual 
principle that they become pcrccptioru, and these differ 
from sensations in having meanings of which man is directly 
COIIS(;ioiiS. Similarly man has appetites like hunger and 
thirst just as the lower animal9 have these appetites, but 

:~;a~~ d~:S n;~~l,1d~)'ath;;~i~~tu~n~~:~~~~f t~h~ 
particular ends which he knows to be likely tosa'-<sfy him, 
and at which he dclihcratcly aims. The appc:titeofhungcr 
bccomcsthcdcsircforfood,antlitsowncrknowslh:ufootl 
will give him 1hc requirctlnourishmcnt and satisfaction. 
Green held 1hat what is good is whatsatislies desire, not in 
thesenscofsatisfyingparticularaninlalwanubutinthcscnsc 
ofsatisfyingorrcalit.inglhcsc]f.conscionspcrsonalityasa 

:~J~ediv~~a~c!i:c~~illti,::l/~!nfh!0r~~~\~~ ~~".~:'.,;'\j~ 
astoanobjcetinwhichfnrthe•hnehcscekshissatisfaction.• 
Thispowcroflookingforward lllthcrcdlilatlouofanideais 

1 T. H. Green: Pro/,~o"""" to 1'"1h;" 
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ch,.r:>ctcristicofthcspiritualprineipleinm.nn.nndisone 
powerinwhiehheis.nreproduetionofthespiritualprinciple 
of the universe which we ea\1 God. jllSt 3.$ God conceived 
thcunivcrsc,sohumanbeingsh.nvethepowerofconcciving 
a future state of themselves th.nt is beuer than the preoent, 

:;::~,- ~~m'":'~~-:i~! ~:;\~~~c~~~i:'or~r ;d~\rin~1it'~:·r\lu~r...!: 
hutsclf-consciomreasoncnablcsu<tosecasitwerethcnext 
stagcinourmoraladvanecandwhen,hyourwilling,wehave 
r.:achedthatstage,ourr.:asonwlllrcvcaltousafurtherst.nge. 
Green was in agreement with Hegel th.nt the moral ideal is 
thus to be progressively attained only in a social life which 
wesh.nr.:withotherself·consciowheings. 

It is not only in man thatth~ spiritual principle of the 
univcrscmanifc:stsitsclfinrationalaetivities. Ev<:"nin:>nimal 
and plant life thcreisaccrtainadjuotmcntofmcanstoend 
in what we now call'goal·dircctcd" :~ctivitiC$. Onlr we have 
not·easontothinkthatanirrutlsa>-eself-conscioworahlcto 
rcllcctonth~irmentalproccsses. Reasonworlcsunconsciously 
in the animal world, but as the animal dcvclopes into the 
man, this hidden ratioMI principle beeomcs open and 
conscious. SowithGrccnthcru.liz.ationofaman'sspiritual 

~~~;~i~r ;~f~~i~n~he ~~~n°~cld:~~r :~~i~~ ~r,;~~n17~ 
the animate and even in the inanimate universe are due to 

*i£nci::~ .. ~~~f~~E;:~:~\~~~~:~~f~~~:F1ni~~~:i:~ 
to how the individual human mimi isr.:lated to the divine 
mind, but Green held explicitly that our spirits are rcpm­
duetions ofGod'sspirit, and for this r~ason, weare able in a 
sm:tllmensuretounder.;t.andinourscicnccsandphilosophiC$ 
thcunivet'ScwhichisGod'scrcationand toplayonrpartin 
:i~~~~v~~~o fuller sdf-eonscioumess the spiritual principle 

Like Hegel, Green traced the groWlh of the spiritual 
principle in thecour.;c of history. Asman has developed in 
stlf-conseiousn~-s<, his morality has increased in inwarclnm, 
and he has realized more and more that the motives and 
intcntion.•whichhecanobsetveonlyhyreRe<:tionaremm-e 
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s.igniftcautformoralitythanthcmcrcom•idcbodil)•movc­
m~nts. And the mOTa[ ideal has become wider, for as man 
hasengagedinreftcction,hchasrealizedthatgoodncs:~must 
be shown not merely to his own family or tribe or nation, but 
to all mankind, and even in some measure to the animal 
world. ltappearstohimirTationaltosetnai'TOwerbounds 
thanthistothcsphercofmoralt'Clationsandsohistotically 
thcrehnsbecnagraduale>:tensionofthellre>lwithinwhich 
therulesofmoralityarehcldtoapply. 

Mackenzie, in his treatment of Guen, 1 used the term• 
'rational','spiritual',and'stlf-comcious',asiftheydescribc 
the same clement in human naiUt'C, and ethical idealists are 

h~~!:e~u,:e ~~=~: z~dd~~~e:l;at~~~~~·:r~:ir~~~:~i!~ 
all of men's higher a•pirations, towards Ct'Cative art, com­
munion with God and ideal social relations, as well as the 
intellectualquc:stfortruthar>dsclf-consisteney. 'Rational', 
on the other hand, is a term applying to the activities of 
the intellect, particularly those more .o.bstract operations 
of logic and mathematics with which men c>:erdse their 
intellectual powers. There docs not seem to be any more 
moral goodness in such rational activitirs than in others 
which certainly make less use of the reason, for example 
the making ofmwic. What gives plausibility to the con­
fusion of the rational and the spiritual is the f,u;t that in aU 

~;~~i :'a~!~~~;" of~~~ ~h~~i~~~~fc~".:c=~:~:~·J;;;~7:~~: 
from contradiction in the sense that we do not :ict in ways 
whichhindcroneanothcrorwhichimply al.>elicfinstate· 
mentstbatcon~radictonc :>nothcr. Wen1aycxpress this by 
sayingthatfn:edomfromcontradictionisoneamongsevcral 
characteristiaofthcgood while it is the chiefchar~cteristic 
of the rational. It may be .admitted that a theory of•dcalism 
likethatofHcgclheldonmetaphysicalgroundsthatthcgood 
andtherationalarcidcntical,butinthcphenomcnalaspcd 
ofthemorallifetowhicha booklikethisisalmostconfined, 
they eertainl~· arc not identical. It is generally the case that 
good actions done v.ith undersmnding.o.rc better than those 
done unconsciously and this was what Socrate~ emphasized 

'Maekenzie: Manuolof Ethirs, Bk, II, Ch. 5, §>U. 
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when he s~id th~t knowledge is virtue. To thi• extent on 
increasing ~elf-consciousness may mean an inausing good­
n~ss. Yctthchighesttypeofmora.lcharacterisoflcnthought 
to be that of the man who does good works without thinking 
about them, for to him goodness has become a second nature. 
lnanyo;a.se,'spiritual','rational'and'sclf..eonseious'are 
not synonyms. 

§4. MyS1o.1iu11 and its Duliu 
One of the difficulties of the standard as pcrfeo;tion, as we 

saw at the beginning of this chapter, is the fact that noin­
dividualeanattaintothcpcrfcctionofallhiscapaeitio:.s,and 
that the attempt to do so would be socially unfortuna~, for 
no one would be able to specialize in thcsioglcdireetionin 
which he maybe able torcnderoutstandingsc:rviccstohis 
community. So, with most idealists, each person is thought 
of as havinghisownparticularplaccinasoci~lsystemthatis 

Th":~o:: ~':~n~i~c~~~i:~~~~~n v~!:. pe:=~~s h:..=~~ 
aspirations towards perfection belong to individuals and not 
to a mythological gro1.1p mind, aod a social organization 
gainsmoralpcrfcetiononlyinsofarasittendstothepcrfec­
tionofindividuals. ldcalistsareonsafcrgroundswhenthey 
pass from the individual mind right to the Absolute mind, 
where, according to the.theistic members of their school, 

~~~~e~f~~~'fel~~n~f;a~t~ :::le~y consciously aim at 
In the concrete momllife the living of a good life assuredly 

meansthepcrformingnfaparticularfunctioniothecom­
muoity. Thenegativcrulcsimposc:dlJyoutsidclawsorcvcn 
bytheinncrvoiccofcorucicncctendtomakcmenthinkthat 
~;oodncss i• a matter of abstaining from types of conduct 
thatareforbiddcn,andthcpositivesideofmoralityisreduced 
toavagucbenevolencc. Adccpcrill'ightshowsthatitisin 
thefaithful:mdhonestdischargcofhisdailyworkthatthe 
good rn:~n lives most of his life and manifests hill good!IC!iS. 
In his Elhito.l Slvditr, perhaps the mon stimulatiDg book on 
ethiC$ that Y.'OS produced in the nineteenth century, F. H. 
Bradley pointed out that each individual has a particular 
'station' in thcsocictylowhich hcbclongs,forcxampleas 



226 An lulroduclion to Etllia 

;~;I~f~g~:~15~.~]~ir~f#~§;;:tJ:.~ 
he makes with his fellow-workers but the duues that he to 
hio hand in his everyday a<:cupati::,n still hold th~ first place 

~~1:~r:~~;~~c;~:~.~:,~~~~:~~::ct~{~~~~~ :~;:~lis:_;~ 
thescthatweshalldisco\"CTPractically thcrogl~tcompromtsc 
between scU~rcalization nnd scl!-sacrHicc wluch ha• been 
suchaproblcmformorali.sts. lndoingourdailydutyweshall 
both spend our lives in the service of our fcllo\~-~cn a_nd 
develop towards perfection those of our own o:apaancs wluch 

~w:~~~!f:~~r~~~1:;~i.i~f~:~·:fi·:I-~0:~ 
aecounttoturnmcnoutonthcsamcpattern, even although 

~]~~~~~i.~Jf~:;i~~=~~i~gfrF~~~~~;~~~ 
§5. EuJo<mDtlism 

usc~e ?::.fa'i:~~~~:· i~.~i·g::ky ~!.:r-~:li~r; ;;:.:!~:01:~ 
describe the moral end, and the name 'cudacmonism'is 
used foragroupofmoralthcorieswhich connect the state 
of'happinCS!I',.iththepi"CI<"CSSOfself-realiza.tion. Wcmay 
dcfinccuclaemonism uthecthicaltheory"'hiehr.:ganbthc 
mol"al end as the perfection of the total natut~ of man, in­
uolvinghisfullesthappinessinthcrealizationofhiscapacitics. 
Accordingtothisthcory,happinCS!Iditrcrsfromplcasurc(a)in 
being the accompaniment not of one p~rtieular activit~·. but 
of the harmoniow co-op<"l'ltion of all a man'• activi1ics, 
{b)inlleingamorepcrm:mcntandlcssehangcablestatcof 
mind, and (c) in being more closely hound up with the 
ac1ivit.ieswhichitllccompanics,sothntifi•notinappropriatc 

·R>O<IIcr: t::tMt~/ ttm/i.,, l'.ssar \". 
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tospc<~kofthcactivitics~sinsomcscnsca.pat·tofthchai>Pi· 
ness. Inthcfullestscnseoftheword,happincsscanonlybc 
predicated of a life as a whole-a fact that is cxprcosed in 
the saying of Solon quoted by Aristotle :• 'Call nt> man happy 
r.ill he is dead.' Wcmay,however,sa.ythatanindividual 
is happy in a less absolute way, if we Ulke into account any 
fairly extensive group of harmonious activities. The sug­
gestion in euda~monism that happiness, a kind of high<·r 
pleasure,istheenrlofthcmora.llirctakesusbackintomany 
ofthclimitationsanddifficultiesofhedonism. hisprobably 
tructosa.yabouthappincsswhatwehavealrcadysaidabout 
pleasu...:=;justaspleasureisnottheaimofouractionsbutau 
accompaniment of their normal and successful performance, 
sohappinessisnottheaimofourlive:!lbutitisanaeeompani­
mcntofthenormalandsuccessfulcarryingoutofthedutics 
ofourstar.ion, touseagainBradley'sphrase. 

ltisthehorntMiOIISCarryingoutofdilferentfunetionsofour 
organism that makes happiness difl"ercnt from pleasure. In 
any theoryofthcstandard as perfection this harmony must 
findalargeplace. In the psychological partofourstudywe 
sa.wthatthede,·elopmentofeharactercoroistslargclyinthe 
harmonizing of our different sentiments and univc...:s of 
desire,andinourst\ldyofthc]awofreasonwcwerelcdto 
admitthatoneconditionforgoodwillingiscoherencc,thc 
state in which our acts of will form a harmonious whole, and 

~~ .. i~o C:~si:C0d~~~:~~~h~ ~~~~~-~r:;·th~~~:m~~~':ni~~: 
eo-opcra[!Un produces a hedonic quality that is morally 
superior to that of men= pleasantness, namely happiness. 

§6. Conclusion 

The view of the standard as perfection provides in some 
me3$UTC o. middle way between deontological and tele­
ologicaltheoricsofethio. Deomologistssaythatthegood­
nessofeonductdependsentirelyontheeonductitself;tele­
ologistssa.y that it depends on the goodncssoftheefl"ects of 
theconduct. Theperfeetiontheoryalsoholdsthatthegood­
nessofeonduetdependsonthegoodnessoftheresulttowhieh 
itlcads,therelevantefl"ectbcingthatofaperfcctcdcharaeter. 

':'u-istotle: Nicomtu:~tdn EtAift, Dk. I, Ch. to. 



228 An /JJIYOduflion to El!tiO 

It is difficult, however, to say what a perfect character is 
without saying that it is one which engages to a supreme dCIJ!CC 
in good conduct. In this ease the standard as perfec~on 
wou.ld still require an analysis of what we mean by ca.lhn.g 
"condw:t good. For, if we maintain that good cond1.1ct '" 
merely that which leacb to good character, an~ good char;1ctcr 
is merely that character which manifests itselfm good conduct, 
then we are arg~.~ing in a circle. . 

Nevertheless, the "Yiew of the standard as _perfcetton does 
make clear certain charaeteristio;s oft he good hfe. In Green's 
theory we have an explicit recognition that some elements in 
human nature arc more worthy of realiltation. than oth_crs 
:'nd that what v.-e mayca.llthe spiritual clemntt.'s that ~hie_h 

~ced:t l;;:r;~~~~h~c::::f:~· m;~~s b~ h"cd",;~';m wtt~~ ali 
activities are of equal vall.le, provided that they give eq1,1a] 
totals of pleasantness. We are not prepared to identify this 

:£~:~~~~;t::~:£i~~~!r i:~~~:~::::~:~~::~;~:.;~i~: 
Bradley we learned the trllth that pcrfcetion is not the same 
for all individuals; each man's duty depends on his 
particular station, and in flllfilling this duty each man can 
realize his own special and probably unique kind of perfection. 
E ... dacmoni'm points out that the harmonious t·ealization of a 

~7;;,::!;~~: ~S.,~c;:;:io~~~ ~~e a~:~,e~JlfS ~:·: :~~~ 
accompanies the satisfaction of each separate impube or 
desire. 

This view, however, ignort's certain facts about the good life. 
It is almost certainly the case that our h ... man nature cannot 
reach anything much in the way of moral goodness without 
struggle, and struggle is painful for it geneTaliy involves the 
checking and suppressing of certain of QUr desires. And the 
limitations of our human life mean that we have certainly 
to sacrifice the development of some capacities in order that 
we should reach perfe<:tion as far as we can in other directions, 
and this means self-sacrifice as well as self·reali:z.ation. The 
conditions of society, at any rate as we know them, demand 
that the individual should sacrifice his own good, 11nd that 
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mnymeanhiso"npcrfcction,tothcgoodofhis•ocietynsa 
whole. Man)•whosccducationhas!xcnintetTUptedbytho:­
scrvlceofthdt·countryinntimeofwar,fedthatinono:-direo:­
tionatanyratetheiradvancetowardsperfectionhassufl"ercd 
nnincparablcharm. 

The discus.•ion in this chapter has not solved the question 
withwhichithegan:'Whichcapaciticoofourhumannature 
aremostworthdcvcloping?'~xc~ptinthe\"eryvagueasscrtion 
that the spiritual element in human nature is the one most 
worthy of realization. One possible way of answering this 
question is the consideration of the results of the kinds of 
conduct in which our various capacities are engaged, the 
consideration which telcologists hold to b.: fundamental for 
ethics. If we o;an make up our mind as to which results of 
human activity ilrc most worth while, we may l>c able to tell 
which of our capacities require to be developed to produce 
thc:scresults,andwcmayconcludethatthesearctheo;apacities 
most worth dev<:loping. The question as to which results 
of human activity arc most worth while is one that will con«rn 
usinthenextchaptcr. 



Ch~pter XII 

THE STAKDARD AS VALUE 

§t. Tl~t ConctPt4' V<Jiut 

lnourfirstchapterwcmallcadistinctionbctwccnt'thics 
whichdealswithgoodand bad conduct andaxic.logy which 
dc.:tlswithgoodandball things generally, beautiful pictures 
and mpotic c~pcricna-s a• wdl as good conduct. Axiology 
issomctimcsdclincdas thcscienccofv,l]ue,andoncgroup 
ofcthicalthcorie.,thctcl~oloJ!:icalgroup,holdsthatwhcnwc 
c.:tllanactionrightorgoodallthatwcmcanis that it brings 
about conscqucncc:s that me of value. UnfortunMcly the 

:~:~? j~~~~i:~~~~:~;~:~~;.:l7. ~:~~~.~:~~.v~;:n~~;':: 
of\ulueasgoodthings. ltisclcarthMthcrcllll'lybcgood 
things,inthi•axiologicalscnse,whieha.-enot;~lTe<;tcdinany 
way by human actions, such as 'the stany heavens above', 
andethicsisnotatallconccrru:dwiththcsc. l:vcnamongthe 

~~\~c~ ~=~cs~~~ ~~~~~ ~:'b;~;;~~~;~··ll11~~~~~4~7~~~.~ 
would not nsuallyc:all'right'or good in ethics. ·>he moral 
qualityofthcconductofawineproduccl'i<commonlyjudgcd 
onothcrg.onndsthanwhcthcrthcwinchcproduccsisgood 
or bad. Prohibitionist! would hold that his conduct whilr. 
t•ngagcd in his trade is alwa~-s wrong; and even thost who 
admitil5 righllu:s< will hold that this;, afli:etcd only in a 
lcs.ser degree by the quality of the wine he produces. We 
shallc:allthosccorucqucncesofhumanactionswhichmaybe 
hcldtoatTcctthcrightn~oftheaction'morallygood'or 
'morally bad', and it is to be remembered that these con· 
sequences may be events, including actions, :IS well as what 
we usually call things. (It is just one of the charactcri~tics 
ofdeontologicaltheorie.•nfcthic.lthatthcyholdthataetions 
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:tr<•th,•onl~·objectsthatcanbemornllygooct.) Onrt>Tnhlrm 
thcnis:'Whichconscqucncesofvaluccanbcappropriatdy 
regard~'<!. 3s morally good?' The term 'value' itsclfeame to 

ethics bywa}·ofcconomio;s,andin«<nomicsitisusc:dfor 
{a) value in use, that is, the cap3city ofanobjccttosatis!y 
a human ne<::dordcslre,and (b)valueincxchangcorrhc 
amountofonccommodirythatcanbeobtainedine.-:change 
fnr:>.nothcr, whichinmoderntimesisgenernllyre<:konedin 
terms of money and expressed as Lhe P"icc of the commodity. 
Thcprohll>itionistcannotdcnythatwineh:isavalucinwe, 
for it ccrLainly satisfies a human need or at any rate a human 
desire, and when we call a wine good, probably the greater 
part of what we mean is thai this particular wine is more 
satisfying to the human palate than others (although we may 
include an aesthetic quality also in our judgement). We 
canlcavensidcthcconccptof'valucincxchange'withone 
remark. We arc not likely to make the mistake that morally 
good things can bccstimatedintermsofmoncy, burth.ereis 
at-caldangcrofoursupposingfromtheanalogyofeconomic 
,·alue in exchange that good things, including the morally 
J,IOOd, can always be cstimated in quanritative terms so that 
we can calculate how much pleasure would compensate us, 
for e.-:ample, for loss of communion with God. It was on 
thisanalogythattheutilitarianssctaboutmakingthc 
hedonistic calculus. One o;an imagine a Dr. Faustus suppos· 

!~~ i;.,!\~t~c~~~."'~}h ~:ca~~~~a~~~eb~~~~= ~= 
removccl'·ifimthcordinarypossibiliticsofthemorallifc. 

The economic idea of'value in usc' points to a very im-

b_~t~!.t~is~nd~~~c:'~n~!':~ ~~j=~c~f ~:;,~:?o~ ~ 
objccuofadmiratlon. 1 Objectsofsa.tisfactionha~whatthe 
cconomistscall'valtiein usc'; everything that is satisfying 
to human beings in anywaywhateverhasgotsuch a value, 
andallpleasamobjects,inasfatasthcyart:pleasant,an: 
certainly obje<:ts ofsatisfa~rion. It is the conrenrion of this 
chaprerthatobjectsart:nevermorallygoodmcrt:lybecause 

~~ :!! ~b~~tf!~~~ti:iu~fi:ti': fut~:,;aiY':tin ~: 
1 \11. D. Rou: Fowu/~lions of EtAirt, p. ~70. 
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commonspeeo::hsuch thingsarcvcrycommonlyreferrcdto 
asF,stmplybeuusetheyaresatisfyingtothespeaker. 
Objectsofadmirationmaybringnosati..factioninthcordinary 
sense of the word to the person who admires them, except 
in so far as admiration is a psychologically satisfying con­
dition;noonecouldsaythattheawfultragcdyofKingLear 
satisfies a human desire. We must not say, howeVer, that 

§fi~~~":it~~~~~~:~t;:~~~~~:Ji;5,~ 
andwcshallneedtocxaminewhcr.hcrsuchobjcctsarctobe 
includedamongthegoodthingsatwhichweoughttoaim. 

A more common division of values has been into instru· 
mental values and absolute values. An instrumental value 
isthevaluethatathinghasbeeauscitisameansofproducing 
romcthingelseofvalue. Thevalueofamachincforpecling 
potatoes is cntirelyinstromental; if peeled potatoes had not 
the value (alsoinstrumcntal)ofsatisfyinghumanhungcr,a 
potato-peeling machine would not have had any value 
whatsoever. All the values in usc with which economics 
c!ealsm'Cinstrumcntalvalues. Athingthatisgoodinitsclf 
andnotb<:eauscofitsconsequcnccsha.sabsolutcvaluc. It 
iscommonlythoughtthatonlythingsofabsolutevaluc"ln 
beregardedasmorallygoodbecauscitisheldthatonlysuch 

~~~ ~~:~ ~~~r~y~~;:;~~;!£~~~~;~~~::~:-:~:.;~~~~ 
explainswhyweeanadmircandregardas morally good the 
brave deeds of a soldier fighting fora cause that we believe 
tobeawrongcausc;hisaction isamcanstoabadendbut 
itisaworthyobjectofadmirationonaccountofltscourageous 
quality. 

In thcearlierso:ctionsofthischaptcrwcshall confine our­
selvesasfaraswecantothetcleologicalviewthatanactionis 
right or morally good because it leads to consequences of 
value, couscqucnceswhich maybe things or events, which, 
so far as we have sc~n, may be of absolute value or instru­
mentalvalue,andwhi~h,wchavesuggested, arc to be found 

'Op.cit.p. 279. 
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~ancl~~~- ow~ct~ 1a~c a~~~i•:i~:r ··:~~~t~d~" wJ'J'~bc~ :~: 
sequences arc worthy objects of admiration. In doing so, 
we shall need to bringinagainthedcontologic;alviewthat 
actionsareofvalucapartfromtheircomcqucnees. Before 
doingsowcshallconsidcraconception,closclyakinlothatof 
aWolutcvaluc,butmorccarefullydclincd,theconceptionof 
'intrinsic' value. 

§~. lnlri11sic Voluc 

Things may have value as partsofothcrthingoofvalue, 
nrMmeanstocndsofvaluc. Apairofspcctaclrswouldhave 
practically no value, CKtcpt as a curiow example of man's 
creative ingenuity, unless there were behind the spectacles 
cyrstosecthroughthem. Thevalueofspectaclcsisco:rtainly 
anlnstrumentalvalue;theyarcvaluableasmeanstobeused 
bycycsforseeingobjects. Somethingsmayhavevalueas 
partsofalargcrwhole;aparticularlensmaybcquitcuseless 
by itself, but as part of a telescope it may be ofsueh great 
valucthat,ifitwcrctobclost,thctelescopewouldbcuscless. 
Wemaycallboththescclasscsofvalue,valueasmeanstoan 
end and value as p~rt of a whole, r.<lrinsic values; thcre"is 
probablynorcaldifrerenccandcertalnlynonlcYantdiffcrcuce 
bctweenthcm. lncontrasttothese,thereareobje<:tswhich 
appear to have such value, that they would retain it even if 

~:~:ts,11~~nf:~'1w~~~mg~e~c\~ s~~<;,n~n ~,:;;!~!. 10T~~ 
~very1hin"g else away and !he experience of communion with 
God would still be of value. A1;, Luther put it in his great 
hymn· 

'Andthoughtheytakcmylife, 
Goods, honour, children, wife, 
Yctisthcirprolilsmall, 
Thescthlngssh~llpcrishall, 
ThecltyofGodnmaincth!' 

We mayilluS!ratethcconccptofinlrinsicvalucsfrom~lhical 
theories which we have already considered. Sidgwick held 
that plca.~ure w~sathingofintrimic value, indeed rite only 
lhin!(" of intrimir "alur. In hi• 'enol hou•' of n:ff~ction 
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Sidl!'>ick aaw that if nothing !<'maincd, <:x<:<'pt the b:nc 
o:xpericnoeofplcaaantfeeling,itwouldstillbc:ofvaluc. Kant, 
ontheotherhand,regardedpleasantn=orhappiness not 

5.,~~~~~~~~!J:ri!~~~u~:r::t~~!~2~!~E~~~~ 
~·~s~~~~:ff~::h,~;~~~:~~!·~J~~.~~~~r!;r~;:i; 
good. 

Itispossiblethatthingsofintrinsie•·aluemaybc:either 
elementary and incapable of further analysis or complex 
~hoi":' that can be: analysed. In the example which we have 

~~:~~~:;~~~~::~~~t~~~i~~~~.~~~e:~~~~ 
an:complexinstrueturc,andDr.Mooreconsidersthatthey 
are complex structures of a special kind which he ca\b 
'organicwholcs'. Incidentally,somethinkersevcnconsider 
thatlhcplcasurewhiehisintrinsicallyvaluableisacomplex 
wholc;foritcontainsatleasttheelemenuofpleasantaffcctive 
quality and consciousness. {Others deny the possibility of 
thisanalysisholdingthat the consciousness and the pleasant­
ness arc identicaL) There is, however, here a strong argu­
ment against the view that a simple abstTact quality like 

~~:~~~i~~~~f:~E~! :ai?!~!~i~1~1~~:e~~~~~~~i~ 
the value of a thing by reasoning can only show that it is 
extrinsicallyvaluahlcinrelationto,orasamcansto,other 
thingsmcntioncdinthearguml"nt. Wccanncvcrexpt:Ticnce 
abstract proc=cs by themselves; we cannot for example have 
plcasantncssaloneinourminds,andsowencvereank':'OW 
dircctlythatitwouldstiUhavevaluc,ifitwcretocxistquite 
by il!lelf. Many people would cany this arpment f\lrther 
Bndsaythatinthoseeonditionswhereplca.antnessismost 
alone, becawcthccxpericncehaslostii.Sotherelemenuof 
val\leasinthcdrunkard'spleasantstupororthcdrug 
addict'• pleasant somnolence, the value of the experience 
largely disappear.~ in. 9pitc of the fact that the plcasantne!l 
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still remains. Intuition can at most tell us that intriruic.aUy 
valuable things have pleasantness as one among their 
ehaneteri.tics. 

w1~11~c• ~;~c~:~p~'::~~~~~br~ E. ~=r~ ina~~ ;,7!;;~~ 
Ethi(a.' The conception of an Org<~nie whole is undoubtedly 
d~rked from that of a living organism like an ani~\, wh~ 
the parts of the body work together in close rdaUoM to one 
another. It is used also for the unity of a work of arr, like a 
r,"TCat picture, where there is an analogous closeness of relation 
"mons the parts. The whole of an organic unity is in some 
semc more than the sum of its parts. Various attempts to 
express this have bel::n made in such ways as 'The parts of an 
organic whole are eausally dependent on one another', or 
'The parts would not be what they an: c>:ccpt for the existence 
of the whole'. As Dr. Moore points out, these are not very 
intelligible explanatioN and it is doublful if they arc 1rue of 
any real whole. All that they express is the closeness of the 
relations of the parts to the whole. Dr. Moore himself 
explains an organic whole in terms of ..aluc, for he defines it 
as a whole 'where the value of the whole bears no regular 
proportion to the sum of the values of its parts'. This is the 
case with living organislllS; the limbs and organs of the body 
taken separately have very small values, so that, if these were 
merely added together, they would come to nothing like the 

~~:~~hc~~~~gi~~iet~~~i~~ ~':,~~n~a::r~i~p~:,cl; ~~ 
litt.lc valUe, as is suggested by the small price the painter 
would have to give the merchant for them; but the value of 
the picture as a whole is very great indeed. Ao interesting 
consequence is that even if we are convinced by intro:~pection 
that one part makes a special contribution to the value of the 
whole, the mere increasing or that contribution need not add 
to the value of the whole. A particular patch of colour may 
be the crowning beauty of a picture, but 1he spreading of that 
colour over a larger area is more likely to detract from than 
add to the beauty of the picture a• a whole. Dr. Moort:', 
probably because of hi9 metaphysical theory, ignores another 
fact about an organic whole; each part may have a value or 

1 Moore: Prindpi~ ErMca, Ch. Ld, §fxvjii-l<l<. 
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its own, and that valu~ may be affe<:ted by its place in the 
whole. Thepatchofcolourm.aybca thing of great beauty 
initsclf,butitsbeautywillbcaffcctcdbyitsrelationtothe 
<>ther eolours in the picture. We may doubt whether 
biologists\o:ouldbereadytoacceptDr.Moor<:'sdelinitionof 
anOTganicwholcintcrnuofvalue; thcyccrtainlyuscsimitar 

~onno~fc~o~~~:~od:li~;~~n!~~dt~~e ~~~~~h~f ,~::~~ .. "~,.":~~ 
co-operate in the purpose of the whole, but this definition 
again would have metaphysical implications of a purpose 
either immanent in the organi<: whole itself or in th~ mind of its 
creator,whichascicntistmightnotbcrcadytoacccpt. Evcu 

~f~et~!~~ ~~::g~icMw~~ei's i~0~~i~i;~n~~:~:·~~dc~~~~t~;i~~ 
holdthatthereareotho:rtruethingsthatcanbcsaidabout 
it,wemuststilladmitthatwhathehassaidaboutthevalueof 
thewholcinn:lation to thevalucofitspartsissobstantinl\y 
true, although it maynotscrvcasadclinition. 

Itccrtainlyisthecascthatmanyofthethingstowhichgood 
men aspire arc complex, and some of them at any rate seem 
to be: nrganic whol~s in Dr. Moore's sense of that lfrm. In 
an ~xperiencc like the enjoyment ofbcauty, many diffl'rtnt 
clcmcnu, subjective and objective, arc combined in an c:o;· 
pericncc which is a unity. For instance, understanding is 
probably one elc:mcnt in the enjoyment of beauty, and yet 

~~~ m~,m1~e t:jo';:.';~~ci~1 iC:.:~.,~ri!~~~era~~~~;;:·~~:;:~~ 
We may ask whether there are clements common to all the 
'worthyobjcctsofadmiration'whicharcintrinsicallyvaluablc 
andmaybc:regardcdasorganicwholes,andwemaybctold 
inreplythatconsciowncssisonesuchclcmcntandplcasant· 
ncssisanothcrsuchclcment. Inourcxperienceintrinsically 
goodthingsimplyconsdousncssandplcasantness;bntthcsc 
alonewouldnotbesuflicient to distinguish intrinsically good 
wholc:s(rornothcrorganicunitieswhichn•·enotintrinsically 
good. An tJ:pcrienee like rualiee, which i1 intrinsically 
bad, contoirabotheoraciousnessandpleasantnes!land, llllwe 
have seen, incre:uing pleasantness here means inereaslng 
bad11ess. Togobacktoouranalogywithapicturc,whileit 
is true that iu every iutrin•icnll}· good whole, plcasantfli.""Mi; 
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pre..,nt ,,. "" clcntent (nud tloi~ is the u-uth emphasized l>y 
hedonism),itdoesnotfollowthatthcmeN;increasingofthe 
amount of pleasantness in an Cl<pericn<:e would add to its 
va]ue,nny more than the incn:asc of one ~olourwould add 
to the value of a pi~turc. Introspc"ion confirms this and 
shows us that there can be too much pleasantness in some 
experiences and this may mean :r. decrease in their value. 
Some of the more mawkish mrsties seem to hove a morally 
inferior experience ofeommunion with God bc<:ause of its 
overwhelming pleasantness in which they revel. Even the 
Epicureans sometimes realized that positive pleasure hnd to 
be kept in a secondary pla<;e in the good life. Kant was 
nearcstthemarkwhcnhctalkedofanappropriateamountof 
happincssinacomplctegood. 

§3. l~lrituifally Good Things as /he .A.im of Moral Adieu 
Whatthingsareintrinsicallygood,andwhichofthemare 

di>tinctively moral goods? In his PtWipia Elhi'a Dr. Moore 
mentions the enjoyment of beautiful objects and the pleasure 
ofhumanintercourse.' Thcreisnodoubtl>utthattheseorc 
t-xpcriences which wo11lrlll(' good even if they were toaist 
quite alone, but there are other CJ;periences also, such as 
communipn with God, the comprehension of truth, the ex-

;::;~;~g 0:u:\~~~~ly c:e;~':ft':s":' w~~c~,v~:v~h:nc~~~~e~j~i~~ 
to the~ of intrinsic goods with those mentioned by Dr. 
Moore. would be Ucucr that the enjoyment of 1hc 
gounnat should exist Uy itself than that nothing should 
exist at all. lfplcasaP!ucss were to exist alone (although 
wehavcnorcasontothinkthatitcancxistalone),itwunld 
lx= an intrin11ic good; hs ~xiuence would (.)(! b..n~r !han its 
non·aistcncc. 

We have seen that there m.~y be imrinsically good 1hings 
which cannot be affected by hum.~" eudcavom· at all (lhe 
stany heavens, for example, apnrt from a human or any 
othersptttator),andtheo;ecannotbc:moralaood!. Kant 
explicitly maintained that the inlrimie goodness of vinue 
alongwiththeappropriatcamoumoflmppincsseouldonly 
in ils happiness aspect lx= brought about hy God or <orne 

1 ~I<>Orc; Pri•dJ>i« F.tAim. Ch. 6, Jcxiii. 
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similar cosmtc pt-ovidcr, an!l not by human arrangcmem. 
Even most of the intrinsic goods which were mentioned in 
ourlastparagropharealsodcpendenttoalargecxtcnt, 
althoughnotcntin:ly,onothcrconditionsthanthe"olnntary 

:~j:~ d~~~~~:~ t~~.,~~~~ ... ~;~do~~~~~:c~; thO: a~~~~~~J 
ontltecxistcnceofsuehobjectsinthenaturalworl!l,as"cll 
as on the ddihcratc cultivation of taste. The pleMurc <>f 

~~:~"J~~::0~-~ e~j~;~., f:t:~.,~~~~:l~~r ~~~~~~\.,";l~i~~;; 
tospcak,andpard~·onthcwillofourcompanionsaswcllas 

:;] or~~~:h~ds~~p ~~~~ ~;:~~~~ t~i!~~~~i~~c f--~~~y ~~~ 
comprehension of truth and conscious cre:ttivcness depend 
partlyonthecnjoyer'snaturalcndowmcnts,andpardyonthr 
objcctstowardswhichthccnjoymcntisdirccted, then:unrc 
of God, the complexities of nature aml the materials used in 
an. Pleasantnt:!o.< it.selfhaslongbeenrccogni?.<:d asdepcnd­
ingonothcrconditionsaswellasthewilloftheagcnt,suchas 
good health and outward circumstances. Thisindic:neson<' 
of the great practical difficulties of a tclcologicaltheo>y of 

.ethics. Thereisncvcranycomplcteccrtaintytltat thccnd 
sought will bcauaincd by our human strivings to attain it, 
so varied are the out~idc conditions concerned. The most 
wecansayisthatinthclightofhumancxr..cricnccsuchand 

~;,:i£~,::~~~c~:i~~r:~~~~\~~n~~!~~~If~~;;m~ 
'This action is pt·obablyright because in many caS<"s in our 
expericnceithaspr<>duccdaccrtainrcsult.' 

Another question is, 'Which of these imrinsic goods is most 
-.-ortlt auaining~' c.~n we say of any one of them that it is 
intrinsicallybt:tterthantheothcrs? \\"chadtoaskasimilar 
question with regard tO !he end aa perfection, and then we 
WCTC only able to give it a very limited answer. To begin 
wi!h it can be said ddinitdy th."l.t objects of admiration r:>nk 
more highly than objects of satisfaction. Intrinsic goods 
whicharousethespccialfcclingstatcthatwecalladmirntion 
are intrinsically better than th0$ewhich cause mere satis· 
faction. Indeed, we have gone so far as to suggest that 
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objeets· of sati>faclion as such, while they are certainly good 

~~i~~~~.·~~ ~:;·~t~~afC:~~ ~II. "1lt0:f~~e~~v:~i'~e~~ 
that we make moraljudgemcms :!.bout :lCtions leading merely 
to the satisfioction of our :!.ppetite>, eating and drinking for 
example, but it is not as objects of sati>faction that we judge 
them in ethics. his as an objeetofsmisfaction that a good 
wine is judged in axiology as better than an ordinary wine. 
What then of Sir David Ross's 'worth)· or fit objects of sa tis-

• litction'? In our opinion 1hcsc arc objects of our n>Drnl 
judgement, not as objects of satisf.1ction, but as worthy 
ol>jco:ls of admiration. We ha\'c then confined our moral 
goods IU objrcts of admiralion but, apart from the olwiou• 
naturalistic f.11lacy of defining good thin!;$ in t~rrm nf the 
JL·ding state of atlmirntion, it is notorious that we often 
admire th~ \\TOng thing•. The intrinsic goods that arc 1he 
aims nf right or gootl action• arc W<trllry obj<·cts of ndmiration. 
This word 'worthy' is difficult to tleline. One suggestion is 
that it can only be defined in conncxion with the dcontolngieal 
notion uf rightness which we shall consider in the last •ection 

df,'"~;· it~~~~fi~",';- th~h~:~~:t:~i~~a~~~~.~~ri~ail~:·g:~Yd:~~; 
arc mo.-ally worth)' of admiration and auainment. The 
theory suggested, ntlmiuedly an inchO:lte nnd undc,•elopcd 
theory, in this introduction, sun:csts that our aiming at certain 
goods rather than others is in some wa}· in aceortlance with 
' '. 

caskr to explain on a dcontological 1hemy of elhics. Sonte 
aecoum can be given, howevc•·, of 'obligatorin=' in a tele­
ological the01y. Various inllimically flOOd thing3 have the 
power of c:tsting a spell on ct.rtaitt individuals so that they 
feel ~.onstraincd to gi\'c their live~ to the punuit of these 
thinf."· The saints stri\'C in this w:ty for communion with 
God, the philo1ophcrs and the m~n of •eienu for the cnm­
pn:hen•iQII of truth, the ~•·tists (Qr the creation of new objects 
of h<-auty, anti 'ill wid~r ~ommnnahy ~pr~ad', there is an 
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utgc towardstheeujoymentofbt-autyamlhumanfcllowship 
althoughinthesccas<:Sthcpcculiarscnseofobligatorinessis 
oftenlack.ing. The saint feels that he ought to seek communion 
"ithGod,butthcordinarymanhardlyfulsthatinthcsame 
""Y he ought to S«k intercourse with his ndghboun; or 
~njoyment of beauty. These ar<: often sought merely as 

~;\~;!~~~~;;~~~ i~~~~~~I!~~~~~::~t:i~~e~!e~:~!~ 
to find satisfying, and art galleries or coltccrt halls may be 
visitedfromascnscofduty. ltisnot,however,al>outmoral 
goodsastheaimsofrightactionsthat we have the strongest 
scnscofobligation. Mostmcnfcdanobligalorinessaltout 
actionslikctruth-spcak.ingandhonc.tyintheirdealings 
whichthcydonotfeclabomthegoodstowhichthc3cactioru 
may admitotcdly lead. Which of the hedonists in actual 
lifefccls"iththcsameobligatorincssthatheoughttoseek 
plea•urcashcfcclstil~theoughttospcakthetruth? While 
there is a certain plausibility in supposing that the actions 
which arc commonly regarded as good or right do lead to 
plea•urc, and 11erhnps in a 'l>ecial way to pleasant human 
intcrcoursc,manysccmtohavenothingtodowithmo.stof 
thcothcrendswhichwchavccitcdaspossiblccnscsofmoral 
intrinsic goods. ltisonlyinanindircctwaythat honesty 
inactioncan]cadtothecompr<:hcnsionoftruthortothe 
crcationofbo::autifulobjccts,andanhoncstytlmJ..\>(ldmcr<:ly 

~~J:citn:J~d~~~~~:.vi;:d:~~~~.~~; ::::n(:,:i·~e':?~f!~ 
these good• arc primarily moral goods at all; what is most 
imponant morally is not that we aim at them but the usc 
that we make ofrhem when we allain them. 
lnath~oryofthct)-peOfRasbdall's'ldeal Utilitarianism'' 

anattempti• made to arrange thcintrinsicgoodsatwhich 
amanoughttoaiminasystem,andRa•hdallgavcdueplacc 
rothehappin.,..whiehutilitariansrcgardedasthesolcmoral 
end,buthcrtservedthcsupremeplaecforwh.athccalled 
virllle and what will be called in the next section 'good 
character'. Ncar to vinuc were such goods as intellectual 
activity and theappreciationorl><-auty, and pleasnN"tamr 

'Ra•hdall: Tl!ro._,ofG~~~d bit, Vol. I. r8~-~~l. 
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lowinthesc:~lcofgoods,cvenlowcrthansomcothcrrclativdy 
simple fcelingstatcs, like compassion and sympathy. Rashdal[ 
did not dio;cuss a unifying principle among such !;'OOds and 
hisonlymcthodofjudgingwhetheraparticularr.hinl\"wastohc 
regardedasan>oralgoodwasbyintuitioninthccaseofcnch 
particular good separately. The point in which Raslulall 
retained hisutilitarianismislhathistho:oryisoutandont 
tcleologic<~L Thereligiousman,howcvcr,hasclaimcdin all 
ages that con1munion with God is the highest of goods. 
Aristotle nnd other philosophers lmvc held that the con­
tcmplativelifcofthephilosopheristhchigh~tlifcsotlmtfor 
them comprehension of truth would either take the plac,cof 
<:ommunion with God or share the highest place w'ith that <:OUl· 
munion,whichisitselfakindofcontcmplatiou. lfProfcssor 
RcidandM. Bcrdyacvarcrightinholdingthatmoralltyis 
esscntiallycreativc,thchighc:stgoodsarctheproductsof 
creative ilrt in the widest sense of the word. Most people 
would agree that the goods"" have mentioned rank higher 
than the pleasures of hum;~n intercourse and enjoyment of 
beauty, and these in turn rank higher than those pkasurcs, 
suchasthcplcasm"<."SOftheappetitcs,wh.icharclargclymattcrs 
ofsatisfactionratherthanofadmiration. Mcreplcasantness 
byitsclfwouldprobably«omcvcrylowonthcsca!c,although 
its presena: as an accompaniment oreonstitucnt of all the 
higher values makes this exceedingly difficult to judge by 

5:~~:iP.3i.~~~~t :.,:~~:~~~::~::~:~~:~:~~~~:~ 
accompaniment of all the higher !{oods; and it n~vcroccurs 
by itself for freedom is ah~a)"S freedom to pcrfurm some 
conct·eteactivity,cithcrmentalorphysical. Jffreedomisan 
intrinsic good, it is difficult to tellitsplaceinthcscaleof 
intrinsic goods. Indeed it is doubtful whether such a scale 
canbemadcatall,fortheparticularintrinsicgoodswhich 
anindividualoughttosei:ksurelydcpendonlllilst.ationand 
its duties. The comprehension of truth obviously mkcs a 
higher place for the philosopher and thc9c:ientist than it doc• 
for the artist. It is more important for the man of affairs to 
sL-.:k the pleasures of human intercourse than for citiwt· 
philosophfrorarti~t,althoughthism;~.ybeasaninstrumcnt.ll 
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and not ah•a}"S an intrinsi~: good for him. :\lo.t young 
lndiansto-dayholdthatinth~irpartitu\arstationan_dcircum­
stancC1ifn:cdomoughttotakca high~rpl11cc inthctrscalcof 
gcoclsthanitwouldinafr~countryoflongstanding. What 
w~can .. ,yabout all these intrinsic mor11.lgoodsis th1lt they 
arc worth achieving by any good man so far as th~ oppor­
tuniticsofhi>lifcofTer. Thcbcotmanmayaehicvcthcmall 
tosomcdrwcc l>ut the degree to which he will achieve one 
rathcrthananothcrwilldcpendonbisstalionanditsdutic.. 

§4. Gt,cdC/,arat:lerosiA<MQralEIId 

lnourli>tofmoralgoods,whieharcintrinsicallygoodand 
worthy ohj~cts of admiration, •ve hav~ dcliltcratcly l~ft out 
one which is It~· many moralists n::gardcd as the most important 
ofall-thccnjoymentofa good char11.ctcr; its importance 
justific.a :.cparate section dealing with it. Some moralists 
confine the term 'moral good' to good character and the 
nctiorulcading to it. It certainly s~ems in accordance "ith 
ourcommonimuitionstoholdthataperfcctcharactcrora 
\~rtuou. hum;~.n personality is the highc\1 among moral 
goods, but it h c>.e<:cdingl~· dilftcult to gi•·e any satisfactory 
meaning to these terms on a pun::ly tclcolagicalthcot·y of 
ethics. Tomakeagoodcharactct·mcrclyonethatproduccs 
ri!fhtaction•andrightactionsmerelythosc that lead to a 
good charact~-r is simply arguing inn circl~, and to confine 

;~ :h~~n:t:~ i~~:'~~~~:d~:~ :~ ~~~";,.;n:~:~~i~ f!.?~o~'::o~ 
actions as •peaking the truth and d~aling honestly, and to 
failtocxplaiuth"nbligatariucssofrightactionsinanyreason­
ablcw<~y. Thccasiest\\ayofgivinggoollcharactcritsplacc, 
perhapsit>uniqucplacc,amongmoralgood•istohringina 
dcontologicalvicwofcthic$,whichhold,thatrightactionso1· 

:~~!~ ~;! :~:,1; =;~"c'":~~~""a!~'~;:~:ur,, g=~ ~~~~ 
Toacc:eptthedeontologicalvicwbyitsclfwould be to deny 
moral but not axiological \·aluc to all the intrinsic good, 
which lut\"C Ltccn mentioned in the last section, nnd that 
seems too gn::at a demand. Dut dcontologists ean reasonably 
maintain. that right actions do liS a matter of fact lead to 
thc:scinttinsicallygoodconscqucnci'SIIhhoughth~ymaydcny 
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dmt it i~ thio conduciveness tn _qood consequence. whicb 
makes them good. We must admit that most of tbe actions 
which deontologists call right or morally good havccffccu 
of two kind~. (a) They produce cons~quenee which arc 
inuinsicallyp;oodsuchnshumanfcllowshiporpleasu"'. The 
Mrict dcomologist holds that the action would still be right 
even if it were not to produce the intrinsicallygoodconse· 
qu~ncc, ;md he has the support of the common man in this 
,·iew. Honcstymayhcgcuerallythcbcstpolicyinthcsen~oe 
thatitproduceslhclx:~tpossiblccorucqucnccs,butamanis 
"'ill rio;httn be honest in cases where he knows quite well 
thatinhisparticularcircumstancrshishoncstactionisto 
ha,·c an unfortunate result. Most people would 3g<('e, 
ontheothcrhaod, thatoftwoactioruequallyrightinthcm· 
sclvcsfromthcpointofviewofpurcdcontologyitwouldbc 
alwa}·Sbcttcr toehoo~oethconcwiththeiolriruicallybcuer 
consequences. There is, however, an imporlant distinction 
here bctwccn consequences that arc objecl! ofsatisfaclion 
,andthosethatarcobjectsofadmiration. lflsaythatitis 
goodfortnetoeatadishllikerathcrthanoncldislike,it 
L>cingundcrstoodthatforthedcontologi.stbotharccqual\y 
right, I am using 1he word good in a merely axiological w.ay. 
Thconcdishismorcsatisfyingthantheothcr. lfhowevcr 
it is equally right forme togh·cmy oeighbouroneoftwo 
dishcsanditakcthctroubletolindoutwhichwillgi•·ehim 
the grc:>.tf.lcasurc, my action has become in some small 
wayaw. objcctofadmiration,andtogivehimthccxtra 
pleasure> ~morally good. Thisdistinclionprnb;>blyholdsof 
othcrintrinsicallygoodconscqucncesas"'Cl\asp!easure, 
buth:>.rdlytothesamedcgrcc. Arightactionwhichlcads 
to a gr<"at~r ~rcativcness on the part of my neighbour is 
morally better than one which leads to my own greater 
crt:.ativcness. Here,howevcr,wemaybcjudgingbyapurely 
teleological standard. 

(b) The other set o£ cffc<:ts which right actions have, 
consisuofcffc<:tsontheo;haraeteroftheagent,andthescarc 
the effects emphasized by the standard as perfection. Kant 
held that'" man is an end in himself', and many would hold 
that'aswcctandvirtuoussoul'isthelincstachievcmeotof 
the moral life. Admittedly this i• not an ~asy nandan\ In 
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U~al with for it is difficult to know wh:u a character or a self 
urapersoualityt~allyis,and:>.grcatma.nyphilosophcrshold 
thattheyarcstmplyhypotheticalentitie:softhcstatusoftlu: 
ele<:lronorthegcne. Ifwe~rtthatagoodcharacteris 
simply a shorthand phrase for the kind of DlilD who nonnally 
doo:srigh' ;u::doru, weare making the good character which 
we have tdcntified with the man merely a means to the per­
formaneeofrightactions;andwhilemanythinkersholdth;ot 
good actionsandgoodcharaetcr:~re the two moral intrinsic 
goods, most of them maintain that good character takes an 
evcnhighcrplacethangoodactions. lfactionsaregoodin 
lhemse!Vt"S, as the dcontologlsts say, then a good charactet 
hilS certainly instrumental ~·aluc, but it has also, a<;COrding 
tothevicwofthissection,anintrinsi<::value. Thisvicwhas 
some intnesting implications. It is difficult to believe that a 
humanbeingcanbeofimrin$i<;valuc,unlesshci$immortal, 
forthcword'intrinsi<;',.ouldexclud<;thc••alueofhisin· 
Hucncc,hisworksandthcchildrcnthathcproduces. Thisis 
one of the few cthiealthcories that would demand strongly 
thcimmortalityofthesoul,whichKamheldtobcaponulatc 
of ethics. This view also suggcsu the desirability of thc-rc 
beinganinfinit('varictyofuniqucpersonalities, as we have 
alrcadysuggc-stcllinom·discussionofcrcativcmorality. If 
thcrcwcrcmillionsofp<:Tfectpcl"SOnalities,allidcnticalwith 
one another, it is difficuh to believe that each individual 

=~~c ~~i~~~~t~.h i~~~:~i~;~~: ;~:~~c:0i~1i~ : ~~~~~;' ~t~:~ 
docs but what he is that matters most for mor~::;·, ahhough 
hcrcthcrcisadangcrof!.1Yingaboutanal.lstraction"hatis 
true only of the concn:tc whole; it may not be possible to 
scparatcaman'sactionsfromhispcr!IOnality. 

Many people, who admit the intrinsic value of human 
pcrsonality,andholdthatitisofhighct•valucthanthcothcr 
intrinsically good things mentioned in this chapter, still 
h.c-sitateto!.1fthatthcconsciousaimofanindividualought 
tobl"lhcattainmcntofaperfcctpcn;onality,orthcrcalization 
of his 'trucsdf' or the llcvclopmcnt of his own character. 
'fhcyknowfromcxpcricnccthatrightactiomdolcadtosuch 
ancnd;indccd thcdoingofrightactionsisthconlywayof 
~11ainingit. lts~ms<<'lf-l"l'idl'ntlnthem,llnwl'l'<'r,thatthc 
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n>otivcinarightaetionisalwaysdir~ctedcosomcothl:l·end 
thantheagent'sownbenefit,mostcommon\ytothebenefit 
ofoneormorcofhisfellow-men,andthisistrucevenifthc 
benefit is thought of in terms of such a lofty conception as 
perfection. Thereiscvenasu~tionofcgoti.smabout 
Kant's pre«pt that we ought to aim at our own perfection, 
andatotherpeoplc'shappiness. ltputsavalueonhi.!own 
selfthacthc good man is reluctant to put. There is in fact a 
paradoxofpetfectionismas~Uasaparadoxofhedonism; 
the>nanwhoaill\$athisownpcrfectionislesslikelytoattain 
it than the numwhogiveshislifecothcscrviceofotho:rs.· 
There arc two possible ways out of this difficulty for thr 
ethical theorist. {a) It may be that we have here reached 
thelimitsofmorality. Moralitythatbidsusseekourown 
petfection has something self-contradictory about it, and 
rcligionisrcquir.:dinordertoindieatethatinhumblewalking 
with God a man's own perfection is merely a part of some­
thing infinitely grenter. (b) It may be that we arc again 
approaching one of nature's fundamental laws, that the 
sacrificeofhisowngoodb}'llnagentisinoncreopectal=ys 
the'fitting'aetion. ltispartofthcuhimatenacun:ofthings 
thatitshouldbeso,andthatisallwecansayaboutit. 

From this disc~mion it appears that there are worthy objeo;ts 
of admiration, intrinsically good things, which men ought 
toscck. Someofthemareworthytoseekforoursclvesorfor 

~m~~g~~~ :~t ;;r~:;~: ~~t~:.~~::.;r~::n~h~':~~~ 
for ourscl\f& hccause of what we have called the paradox 
ufperfcctioni•m. Good things, whicharcmerelyohjectsof 
•atisf.-.ctionarcnot,assueh, thingswhichmcnoughttoscek 
for themselves, \:out !o se~k them for otho:rs seems to be in­
ll·insically good and a worthy object of admiration. Y~t 
cvc1> in our stud)' of r..tcology it has become clc~r that 
~onducivenes.< to an end ofintrin•ic value is not the only Wll)' 
in which anactinn can brright. Tounderstandevenina 
parti"l way the idea of a good character it is necessa11• 1" 
suppose that, in M>mc ~ense, l'i!;ht a~tions have value in 
themselves, and this is the dcontolqical view of elhics. We 
havescen,too,thatthclocationofaniutrinsiegood,which 
hasnorclcvanccforaxiology,sccmstoberclevantforcthics. 



246 Air lntroduc/1/m to Ethics 

Anolilu man's intrin.~i~lly g<~od experience~ arc, <.1\hcr 
thingsb<:ingequal,tobeprefcrrcdmorallytoourown. 

§5. Right.ACiioiLI as lntriruical/y GotHl 
One difficulty of the teleological ~~ew is that bcc:'us~ of 

it there may be a temptation to think that the endJUSUfies 

\~t~::~j~E]f~;~1i'~[~~ ~;¥;:!~:~2Jf:g 
ologistcanonlyexplainthdr"rongness by pointing out that 
asamalleroffaettheactioninqucstionlcadstosomeother 
bad end. Even in the case of an action done as a means to 

::u~i;:.,':U:!j~~~~~~ ~~~i~~un;,:t~~~c~~ i:'., ~~~~.:~~1~ 

~~~~~~~f,~Jl~t~I:~i;i[R~~i~~~i:~:~g 
sequence. The French general who remarked on the o;harge 
of the Light Brigade 'It is magnificent but it is not war', 
wasindicatingthatthcehargc had a value, either moral or 

~;s~~~~::~£~i~~~:~~~~~~~:~~:~~.·~~j~:;r 0: 
mcanstoancnd,itishardlythecascthatthcactn.o•iwouldbc= 

~:~~~~~~ ~·~~~~~~~n~xi;~dq~~~~ ~1~~1~~ ~~en l~;~W~.;~~~;~~~!;l~~· 

t~;;~~~~:~~:~:.~:~:~~~b~E~;~ i~~n~i~1~i:~;I~:~~~~~ 
arccascswhcreitmaynotbcso. 

Here again what is good is not an abstnu:tion but a conCTCtt 
whole. ltisoftheactionasawholcthat rightness or good· 
nesscanbcprcdicatcd,notofoncpartialaspcctofit. When 
wesaythatitisrighttospcakthctruthwedonotindicate 
merelythcuueringofthewords;nooneimagincs that there 
isinlrinsicgoodncssinthemrrcmakingofunmusicnlsonnds: 
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we mean that the words arc uttered with the imcntion of 
conveying true information to someone, and often imply that 
this information has actually bc:<:n conveyed. If an English­
man speaks in Greek to a person who knows no Greek, so that 
the effect of 1rue information being received dO<'s not take 

~!l~{l:~:~~:~§fd:!:~~:~:~:t~~~fi~~!¥;~ 
extent its motive, its intention and even its consequences. 
When a dcontologist says that truth-speaking is right he is 
ccrminly ignoring the more remote consequences such as the 
pleasure or the pain that the right action causes, and it is in 
doing so that he differs from the tclcologist. Every dcont­
ologist must admit that truth spoken from a •ensc: of duty is 
intrinsica.lly ~~~c~ than truth ~pokcn from a r~ling of malice; 
the whole actton ts to b.:: constdered and not merely the out­
"'ard movement of the body. It is practically very difficult 
to say how far mental antecedents and external consc:quencc:!J 
form part of an action, but to some extent they certainly do. 
In making mora! judgements we sometimes include more and 
sometimes less, Just to the degree that we require to make 
the p.utieular moral judgement. This leaves the dcont­
ological jud~ement somev.:hat. vague at least in theory as 
eornpan:d woth the tcleologtc.a\ judgement which theoretically 
indude3 .~consequences. of a specified kind, but it is a 

:r~~e:~~;:X~~::I ~~hc.a";:::;:r:~di~i~!:'::: 
the system to which it belongs. just as telcologi:n.s consider 
that a good end is the dominating factor in a system of 
actions, giving them all a share of its goodness, so deont­
ologists may h~ld. that an outstandingly good action docs, 
even although Jt ts only a means, colour with rightness or 
goodness the whole system to which it !Jclongs. The heroism 
of a soldier lighting in a bad cause may give a moral worth 
to his military service that the bad end could never give. 

In deontology, the judgement on the rightness of an action 

~:n~:~~~~e0fn~!J:i~i=~~ ~f~n~!~ ::~o~~~.,~~;;~~~; 
intuition. An action like speaking the truth, apart from its 
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rcmoterconsc:quenccs,isseenintuitivelytobcgood,justas 
the enjoyment of beauty is seen to be an intrinsically good 

!ftrr~~r:· in~~~~e~ f~; ~~:~~~!~~~~tJ~:ei1f ';hC:eh:~~=~~ti~f 
fittingneu and obligatoriness which seem essential elements 

:~,.~~~i~~c.;~d~C.,.mJ::. in"\:,";'~v~":;y n1~;~\~i~~o;;g~ ~~ 
speakthctruthweseethatitisthcsuitablethingor,aswc 
say, the 'right' thing to do in the situation, and we feel it 
obligatoryonournclvcstodoit. Wemayadmitbothtypes 
of m.oral judgement. Some actions an: right in themselves; 
this IS almost always the case: "ith truthful, honest or just 
actions. Otheractionsarerightbecauseoftheconsequences 
towhichtheylead,suchasthepreparationofanentertain· 
mcnttogiveourneighboursplcasure;apartfromitssetting 
out to please: our neighbours there is nothing right about it. 
There may be situations where, of two alternative actions, 
oneappcanrightinit.sclfandtheotherappeanrightbecausc 
ofthcconsequcncc:sitwill bringabout,andinsuchacase 
intuitionappcantobcouronlyguidc. Suchacascwouldbc 
thatinwhiehwetcllalietosavethelifeofachild. Unless 
morality is to be uhimatelysubje<tive and that is a view which 
werejeetedcarlierinourdiscussion,"'Cmustbelicvethatthis 
intuition,Jikecvcryothergenuinemoralintuition,iscausing 
us to sec, however dimly and disconne<tcdly, a moral law of 
nature;inthisparticularcaseitmaybethcsacrjlit:ingofthc 
agent'sgoodtothegoodofothcrs. Wekno..f·:'·~<•littleof 
these ultimate moral relations of the universe tO·:..~ sure that 
they form a coherent ~ystcm; it may be a part of our religious 
ormctaphysicalfaiththattheydo. 



Chapter XIII 

THEORY AND PRACTICE 

§1. Tire P..rfHJst of Ethi,al Study 
Therearethrcc:<:hiefvieMULothepu~ofstudying 

ethics. (a) Manythinkersmaint.ainth.atcthic:sisapurely 
thcoreticalstudy,seeltingtounderstandthenatureofmorality, 
but with no purpose ofhavinganyeffeetwhateveron the 
eondu.;t of the man whostudi..s it. F. H. Bradley, for example, 
deniedthepossibilityofethicsproviding'anuniversalrule 
andeanonforeverypossiblecase',andheheldthatcasuistry, 
whichisthcattempttoapplyethicalprinciplestothecascs 
ofdoubtinourpraeticalcxpcrience,is'unlovelyinlifeand 
more unpleasant in decay, from which I myself should he 
loathtodividcit'.' (b) Otherthinkersholdthatthcchicf 
purposeofcthicsistoinflucnccouracmalo:onduct. Dr.G.E. 
Moore calls casuistry 'the goal of ethical investigation',' 
andholdsthattheaimofcthicsistoapplyitsprinciplesin 
suchawayastoguidemeninthcartofliving. (c) Other 

~!~?t:e:i~rr;~~~~il1~~ ~~:.~~~i~J:~ftichh1~ ~~"~: 
ecrncd wi<Jt discovering the truth about moral maue~ there 
must he in the <:aursc of ethical investigation a constant 
<:riticism of existing standards of morality, so that ethics 
bccomcsapracticalsubjectalmostinspitcofitsclf. Those 
whotakethcfil15tviewhavebeeninfluencedbythcdisrcputc 
intowhichcasuistryhasfallen,asBradley'sstrongwndcmn.a­
tion makes evident. They have also been affected by a 
eommonopinionthatethicalthcorymakesnogreatdiffcrence 
to practice. As Mackenzie put it, 'If one set of people wue 
totakeKantfortheirguide,anotherKtj.S.Mill,anothcr 
T. H. Grcc:n, another Dr. G. E. Moore, and, if each tel 

'F. H. Bradley: Prm<ipluofUgit, Vol. 1,p. ~6g. 
'C. E. :\loore: Pri~rtfoin Et~itn, Ch 1, ~iv. 
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interpreted their =pe~tive guides with care, it may be 
doubted whether they would find themscl~ in substantial 
!Wagn:ement on purely moral issues.'' We shall begin this 
ehapterwithadiscussionofcasuistry,asathinker'sattitude 
to casuistry will determine his whole view on the relation of 
thcorytopractiee. 

§2. Casuiflry. 

hwasstatcdinourfustehapterthatcasuistryisalegitimate 
butanextremelydillicultscienee. ltisarea.sonableexten· 
sionoftheprovinceofcthio;stocxaminehowitsprino::iples 
work out in the actual circwnstan<;CS of the moral life. There 
i.l indeed an advantage to the purclytheor~ticalstudyofethics 

:~ a7t:ii~~~er~:J.t:_:rc~::::.~te 7n~et~;~=~~~ p:r.r~~r~ 
ofdynamics,whichhcha.sstudiedinhistheoreticaltcxt-books, 
is likely enough to find defect• in the formulation of these 
principles, and may be led to new theoretical discoveries. 
Similarly the moralist, in applying his standards to actual 
cases, may find that these standards lead to contradi~tions, 
which suggest a revision in his statement of the moral 
standard!. The most common objection to a genCTal or 
dogmatic intuitionism like that described by Sidgwick• 
h.a. been that the rules discovered by intuition contradict one 
anothcrinactuallife;andthisleadsamoralisttg.;o:cconsider 
and revise his theory. If ethical principles an: rf.,:_'~onstantly 
checked up by seeing how they }York in practi(..\ .he whole 
subj«t will become a philosopher's fantasy away altogether 
fromthelivesofgoodandbadmen. 

The fact that casuistry was misused at one period of history 
i!Jnoargumcntagaimtit, anymore thanitisanargument 
againstthcdiseovericsofscieneetosaythattheyhavebcen 
misused.forpurposesofhumanslaughter. Thejesuitsinthc 
post-Reformation period on some occasions \ISCd argumcnls of 
casuistry to defend conduct that appears wrong to the in­
tuitions of common •cnsc. ru a matter of fact a great many 
oftheobjcctionsthathave~nmadetothe'casuistry'of 

'Macken~ie: Ma1>wa/ of Etlriu (6th Edition), p. 239· 
'Sidgwick:M<Ilrodsq/£1/riu,Bk.lll. 
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the Jesuits arc really objections to the docrrine of' probabilism • 
which they used in their moral arguments. Probabilisltl 
held that an action could be justified by the production of the 
opinion of one Christian doctor in its favour. 'In matters 

~~t'ho~~;_n~is~_;~i~: f~~~; ~~~~~i:~c;;~~~t:~~~ 
the authority of a recognized doctor of the Chureh ean b.: 
cited.'' The introduction of such an arbitrary standard is 
not an essential pan of casuillry; indeed, a valid ca.suistry 
would accept its standards only from an established system 
of ethics. 

There are certainly obje.;tions to casuistry. The subtleties 
and sophistries into which the Jesuits arc alleged to have 
fallen are to some extent an inevitable consequence of the 
nature of casuistry itself. In the moral life it i• better to 
direct our anent ion to the broad principles of mornlity and to 
let the details look after themselves. The man who is fUS5ing 
aU the time about insignifieant details in matten of honesty is 
not likely to be a.s good a man as the rnan who is so strong in 
principles of integrity and generosity that he does not need 
to worry about the honesty of particular transactions. The 
~allcr in most cases becomes so scnsl~ivc to the right thing 
m matter.< of honesty that he knows d.rectly what to do with 
no casuistical ealeulation. It may be suggested that the 
chief practieal value of the study of theoretieal ethics is that 

~~=cJ:i~a;o~it b~h~i~~~~~:l ad~~:~ :~~il:kt';'!hl~~ 
eawses hiiil to look beyond petty rules to far-reaching ideala 
and universal prineipk'S. If these arc in his mind he is more 
likely to do the right thing almost unconsciously in a panieular 
situation. CasuisiS must certainly be careful not to empha. 
size so much the circwnstanccs of the particular ease of con­
science 115 to divert attention from the moral principles in· 
valved. Their true business-nd it is an extremely difficult 
bwsiness-is to make the largCT moral principles Stand out 
clearly from the ma,s, ofeomplcx details in the actual•ituation 

wi~tl~~l:~~j~~~ro:~"~'~~~a;:~~ llccn made to casui!try as a 
science arc the following. (a) Moral 3itualions are so COmplu 

1 OzjGtd Ew1/ish DietiDMr;~. 
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tbatthcyeannotbcanalysc:d. Thisiscqualtotheasserlion 
that casui•try is very difficult, but other sciences, medicine 
i'orexample,donotgiveupindespairbceawetheyarecon· 
fronted wilhsin,tationsthatan:extn:melyeomplicated. (b) 
lti.snotscientiflctodealwithparlicularcases;scienccdcal• 
with univ~ls. The answer to this objection is that casuists 
theiruelves have always n:alized that they an: dealing with 
damsofcases. (c)lfcasuistsaredcalingwithclassesof 
easesthcycannotdeal.with particular moral cases, each of 
whichisuniqucanddoesnotrepcat itself. This may have 
some measure of truth, but the casuists would maintain that 
actionsmayson:sembleoneanotherinoneparticularrespccl 
that they can be considered under one rule. The general 
intuitions of common-sense morality ccrtainly imply that 
aetioruaresufficientlylikeoneanothcrtobcsocl=ificd as, 
for example, when it is held that all lying is wrong. (d) 
Commonsense is as likely to be right as a casuistical argument 
in discovering therightn=sor wrongncssofanaetion in a 
particular &itua.tion. This criticism denies that experience 
improves the capacity for making judgements, a view that is 
acccptcdwithoutquestioninmostspheresoflife; the casuist 
isthemanexpcricnccdindecidingtherightncssoruTOngness 
ofactiom. (c) The casuist requires to know not only the 
principlesofethic:s,butthcdetailsofthesphcreoflifeinwhich 
anactiontakesplacc;forex.amplc,injudgingtherightnessof 

~~~':~n d:~r~ '!~;~tion~yiH~~ hca:a~:ds JT,;n;"ct:~~ 
'statesthatcasuistryisextremelydifficult,notth'atitisim­

possible. (!)The casuist takes a legal view of morality 
and tends to ignore the freedom and creativeness which 
characteri~e the higher forms of morality. This is teally 
another form of the general nbjccliou made in the last 
paragraph, which appears to be the one valid objection 
against casuistry. 

There will always be some thinkers who find their chief 
int~tinpun:lytheon:tiealethics,justasthercan:chcmista 
who find their chid' interest in pun:lytheorctical chemistry. 
There will be other thinkers who find their chief interest in 
the wnerete applications of ethical principles in practiclll 
life, just as there arc chemists whose chid interest is in the 
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applica~ions of ~heir science and ~he new invenlions made 
throughthem. Thcdangerofthethcorististbatofmaking 
theories whieh arc not ti'\Le totbefacts; thedJ.ngerofthe 
praetiealmanistha.toflosingsightoftheprinciplesin''Oived, 
inil.ttendingto thecomplcxitiesofthedeta.ils;butbothhavc 
ausefulscrvicetorcndcrinanyscience. Inthehistoryof 
philosophy many of the most able theorists, such as Plato, 
St. Thomas Aquinas, Bentham and J. S. Mill, have bad a 
decpintcrcstinthepractkalapplkatinnsofcthics,andhave 
regardedethicsasapracticalsub.i.-.:t. 

§3. Tfre lnj/runre of Ethical Thlory on Pra<liu-Tht EPidenrt 
ofExJmim£• 

We must now aucmpt to consider Mackenzie's suggestion 
that ethical theories have no dfcct on particular moral 
decisiom in practice. This is a difficult question to nudy 
foroftenwecannottellwhetherpratticehasinfluentcdtheory 
or theory has influenced practice. The moral theorist, as 
wesuggestedinourfir.;tchapter,dorsnotbcginwithabstract 
principlesfromwhichhedcducesathcory. Hebcginswith 
the common moral ideas of his time and place, which he 
CKamine~, modifies in accordance with principles of consistency 
andhisownintuitions(whicharea.lsolikelytobeafrectedby 
the moral atmosphere surrounding him), and arranges ina 
consisten~cm. To put it in another way, he does not 

~':~~a~~ J:~r:!o:l~=~%.;& f.!tti:S~,;a!:!:'!~7'.rio~~ 
criticizing and modifying them in the proeess. The circwn­
stancesofhisagcandcountryarclikdytoinfluencenotonly 
thethcoriesofthcmoralistlmtthccommonmoralopinions 
with which he begins. The dis.;overies about biological 
evolution and then.pidindustrializationofWc:sternEuropc: 
influen«Cl UoththccommonviewsofVictorianEnglandon 
moral matters and also the systematic theory of Herbert 
Spencer. The moralist is in great measure tbe child of 
hisownage,somelimesadocileehildlikejohnStuartMHI 
sometimes a rebellious child Hke Carlyle, but still deeply 
afrectedbytheeireurnstaneaandprcvailingmoralnpinions 
of hi• times. 
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One thing is certain, and that is t.hat moral pr<l.ctice is 
always influenced by more potent factors than moral. t~cory. 

~~; ~ce~:"~;J:;i~~'H~~~~e~n~e~~~~~;~~~o~:~~ 
intuitioN, by which (according to the theory suggested m 
tbisbook)hcscel>thcnaturalfiuingucssesofthingsorthc 
uniqucrnorallawsofnaturcsofaras thC$Carc relevant to a 
particular C<l.Se, are more powerful guides to conduct t.han 
the theories of the philosophers. And, as we shallseema 
later section of this chapter, there are 'sanctions', rewards 
andpunishrnentswbichdoasamaltcroffactinfluencepeople 
inthcirconduct,whetheritisorisnotmorallydesirablcthat 
they should do so. 

When we have allowed for all these adrnincdly potent 
factonwccanstill maintain thatcthica.lthcorydoes have a 
bearing on ethieal practice. The theory of the utilitarians 
was in part the product of an age in which new inventions 
and~rticularlynewmcamoftransportmadethcproduction 
ofumversalhappinessarnoreattainableideal,butthctheory 
iUclfhadintumagreatinflucnceon.thcmovcmcntsforsocial 
rdorm, for the spread of education and for the development 
oft he undentanding of ccon.omie Jaws in which the utilitarian 
lead~the~lvestooksuehalargcshare. EvcninBentham's 
own li!'ehis theory had praetical effects in his sehemesfor 
cducalton, such n the founding of Univcnity Colleg.c, 

::~~~:~t:;~~:is;o::~~!:~,.~~citfJF ~:h~ 
seh?"lsmthe':'l"'tterofaffcctingpractiee;theyhadaslo,gan 
wh1ch the ordmary man thought that he undcntood; the 
17catest happiness of the (!n'&test number'; and a slogan 
mfluc~ccs most. men far more than abstract speculation. ~he 
cvoluuonaryv,ew, to some extent in its abstract Hegelian 
f~rm !~rough Karl Mane, but more commonly in the concrete 
biOlDglcal ~orm taught by Spencer (which again s«J':cd 
compr~h~nstb!c to ordinary people), is perhaps still cx~r~1ng 

~~:~kcur~n~:~~d :~arc=:~ ~;~~~~~~a::'~n~ 
;;:~~~~i'on:~,},~ri~~et~!:r:s 0:n:O:~S:~~i~~:~fi:,:j 
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f-1ctors, along with others both intellectual and non­
~ntel!ectual, that have produced a slackening ofmornl effort 
tnourownage. 

In our cons~der:uion of Spencer's theory 1\'C saw that, if 

:/::~~~~~~~ned ~!eq~~~i~:~;r/:!t i~h~~~~~~i~:~~i~ 
are the most important among the rules of ethics. kl a 
matter of fact eugenia, which claims to be a practical as 
well'lsathcorctiealscience,didariseoutoftheevolutionary 
outle:okofthelattcrpartofthenineteenthcentury,andit 
certatnlyhas hadsomcinllu~nceonmorality. In discussing 
to-daywhttherdivorceisevermornllyjuscified,someplace 
wouldcertainlybegivcntoargumentsfr<lmeugenics,suehas 
.thctlairabilityforthefutureoftheraceofpennittingdivorce 
mordcrtopreventthebirthofundesirableoffipring. Ethical 
thcoricsdohavcadcfinitccffectonmoralpractice,although 
ofienittakesplacealongtimcaiicrthethcoryitsclfisgiven 
up bymO.!teompetcnttnor.tlists,beca.useithasitsinAuence 
through its popular interpreters wh0$C ethical theories tend 
tobeoutofdllotc. 

§4. Tkt Jl.utkori!J of the Moral StandtJrd 

The way in which a moral theory affects the praetical life 
depends greatly on the nature of its authority. The various 

:!:~~~~~i~~r~,d a~::::~V~:he~ :"~lf~:~,~~ ~:;:~~ 
authority,chieRyinthepunishmentsthatareinllictedonthe 
breakerofthelaw. Theauthorityofapoliticallaw,however, 
is by no mcaru confined to dtc pcn;lhics auached to its 
violation. Loyalty to the govcmrocnt or devoci?':' to the 
person of a ruler will lead subje<:!S to obey a polillcal_l~w. 
In most countries where thcreisanymeasurcofpohtJcal 
frccdom,subjects~rcreJuctanttoobeylawsunlesstheys~ 
thereasonforobeyingthemorthegood to be brought about 
by obeying them. A law that seems unreasonable t~ the 

ili:;:lst~=ef~: :~c ~~~oe;e~dil~i~a~nd~~o~~v\J::~~J 
fin~:~:~~:~b'et:~th~ri;;~t~e0~~~~~~w is maintaiaed 
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bymea.n•ofpenall..iesanduward•i•foundin Lhculil.itarian 
doctrincofsauclions.' Asanclionisinlcgallanguagewbat 
gi'"csfor«tothelaw:sofastate. Mostcommonlyitisthe 
punishment attached to their violation, but the rewards or 
decorations given by states forconduetofwhich 1hc rulers 
a.pprovearcalsosanttions. ltwasbymeansofthisdoctrine 

~;h~~:~t~:~~:s~1~\:j,'~a:i~~l~:t1e :h~~~=do~~~ 
lha.t was really inconsistent with it. The teMLrds oblamed 
fromseekingthehappinessofothersandthcpainssulfeud 
Ji-om a. fmilurc to du so are such that the intelligent man ~es 
l~atutilitarianconductisactuallythcwayinwhichheobt~lnS 
hisownpleasurcwhich,accordingtopsychologicalhcdonmn, 
he is always naturally seeking. Bentham distinguish~ the 
final cause of human action, which is the general happu~css, 
from the efficient cause at work ineaeh individualmmd, 
which is the anticipation of one's own penonal pleasu_re· 
Bentha.mheldthatthcreaufourkindsofsanctions,wh•ch 
makeittoourintcrattoseekthegoodofothcnandsotodo 
right actions. (a) There arcp/Lysicolsanctions;a• agene.ral 
tcndcncyrightactionsleadtophysicalhealthandthcfe<:hng 
of well-being, while wrong actions, like drunkenness and 
dcba.uc~ery, lead ultimately to physical pain. (b) There 
are jJ6/1Iiral sanctions; in most countries the political laws 
lead to the punishment of such evil actions as theft and 

;~ls"ee~nd <;l.~~~n~·~a~~~~~~~~~~/1n~~fe,(t:-,f; ~~i~ 
Ltco~demnsand_ostracizcsthemiser. (d) Thcrea,trdtg•ous 
sa";ClLons!cvenmthislifegoodmenhavefoundthatgood 
acl.lons g1ve them a con•ciousn<:SL of God's approval and 11 
consequent happ;ness, although it is doubtful whcth~ the 
bad ~uffer a corresponding misery. It ii, however, 1n the 

~~: b~ ~ ~~~~l~ti~ t:;~i~=r:n~1et::o!t~u~.:d 
:;~~;d~:il1 °!/dcid ::1.:~~:,~ fo~ti::c:: ~hifi!J 
~~~t~:;~t~.~;~~s:r~~~ :~~~~~:~j ~e P~~~~~~ 
coma from rell"loneofconsc:ience. 

'Bentham: l'rinr.pltJ W Mcrab Dnd L.tgis/~liow, Ch. g. 
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1Irwe were engaged in a descriptive science it would be 
recvanttosaythatsuchsanetioll$haveaetuallyhada 
tendency tokecppeoplefromcertainformsofevilandto 

~~~u~et~~~e~~~~~f:r;:Y'~~f~~ ~h: r~C::f!~ 
lion ?fmarked social disapproval has served to them as a 
warrungthattheyhavefallenintoabadhabit,andhas 
arousedthemtostartonabettereo~. Asamatterof 
factpait.tisnature'sdangusignalinallscntiente-No.tures; 
andn.sullservcsasawarningatthehighermorallevels,and 
tnoraJtsts have no reason to despise this provision of nature. 
Perhaps thesocialsanctionhasbunthemosteffcetiveofaU 
the sanctiol!.'l. At the level of custom the fear of the dis­
aPPJ;Oval ofothenkecpsanindividualdoingthingsofwhich 
he himself may not sec the value, and prevents him &om doing 
what public opinion forbids. The statesman makes a full 
weofsocialsanetionsinordertogetpeoplctodowhatthe 
government wants. He may use the cruder physical sanctions 
of_fincsandimprisonment, butapublicopinionmauag.;:dby 
skilful propaganda is a far more powerful ittHuence OJ\ the 
couductofthcmasses. Itisjustthisfact,thatthcstatcsman 
with sufficient power can misdirect bothsocialandpolitical 
sanctions, that limits their value in the mo•·allifc. The 
conduct supported by the sanctiol!.'l in a particular age and 
country need not be morally good. It has been. on~~ too 

::~s ~~:~~~~;::~~~ t~a:a~d ~~r~;!~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~:~~: 
sta/t~~ :;;:t~~p=~~~~ed that the pleasures ~nd ~ins of 
conscience differ from the other sanctions in bemg dmce!ly 
Proportional to the actual goodnrss and badnl!$5 of t!Le 

~c~~o~~~f:';oerd~o~~~~c~' t~0:'":is;'Jeu;r:'~~:~: 
;r;~~~n~~~ep~~~;~~jc~~cfo~~!rn -~ fn~~!;~~h~r ~~u'~ 
Koodncss and .badne5S, even if they ortgmally wc;re. T_here , 
too a VeL"}' familiar phenomenon called 'qua.sL-consctence, 

~~~~;h~;:~r~~ ~!:~~~~~i~=i~f~~~~;p~~:a~~i~e ~~~~ 
of having said something ridiculous and so havuLg-, as we 
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think,arousedthescornofourcompa.nions,isverylikethe 
sbamcthatwefcelindoingabadaction. 

Whatcverthcauthoritygivcnbysanctions,anditisbyno 
~ansanunvary;ngau!hority,itiscertainthatthemoral 
Jaw has more authority than that given by the p~eas~ 
obtainedfromobeyingitandthcpainssuffcredinvtolaung 
it. Manypeopleconsidcrthatthcm.anwhoobcysthcmoral 
law simply became of the sanction.! is not being really moral 
at aU. They hold that if conduct like lying were by the 
arnngement, for example, of some all-powerful dictator to 
leadtopleasantconsequeneesandthcavoidingofpains,!hc 
liar would still be under the authority of the moral law which 
bids him speak the truth. This suggests the view that the 
morallawhasitsauthoritybecauseitarousesinusafeelingof 
awe or reverence, something like Kant's 'achtung', closely 
akin to the f~eling fo:r the supernatural that Otto calls the 
sense of the 'numinous'. It is a crude mistake to suppose 
thatthisisamcn:prirnitivcterTorofthcdivinebeing. The 
fearoftheLordmaybethebeginningofwisdom,butperf«t 
lovecastsoutfear. Aman'sattitudetotheauthorityofthe 
moral law may be more like the loyally felt to a well-bei~d 
!Ung than the fear felt towards a tyrant. Th~ debatable poi~t 
IS whether this fcding is ever a purely moral feeling, that IS, 

whethc~ it is ever aroused by the mora\ law alone apart from 
the behcf that the moral law is given by God or some s~ch 

~~n~~~~l ~=~i;·.~~r i~~:ti~:\::1~~~ro!{f5t~~e-~~ 
not dcnv.; 1';1 csscm.tal natur~ from religion, and ao:ord~n~ly 
whethe~ It u poS1>1hlc to separate morality from n:hg•on 
e:-:cept tn abstrnct thinking. There is little doubt but that, 
as a matter of history, this is the way that men have fe~t 
J:.~:.rence to the moral law; it has authority because it is God 5 

In the case of a political law pcople:>rcready to obeY it, 

~~ t~~ s=~~!he~~~d 0~~1;c!~:We~~;;0,~1 ~~~tC:odi:!~~ 
obL:yLngthc?'._ItislikelythatthesameistrucofthemO:~ 

~ra a~~~ISPr;~:;,~ea;;:~~ dt:gr:~,:x~J:;~~' j~0~ujt::;r,; 
hkclytoobey 11 than otherwise. Of course, thO'lc who hol 
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tha~ !he moral law is primarily a law of rea~on arc in a stronger 

=~~~~ ~~:~~=n~y~~t th;~:IT;~ ;:~~ ~~:=: 
toourhumanrea.son. 

V..llilc we admit the influence of these Ylll'ious factors in 
adding to the authority of the moral law, we o;annot think 
that they get to the heart of the matter. The dictates of 
conseienccwouldstillhaveauthorityoverus<:VCni£allthese 
fac!ors were absent. Nor can any u:lcologio;al theory of 
ethu:se:>~:plainthefactthattherulcsolrightactionsccmto 
havefarmoreauthorityoverwthantheendsfromwhieh 
!~esc actions are supposed by the teleologist to dcrive their 
rtgh!neu. In many ways this question of authority is a 
cructaloneforethiealthcory,demonstratingthatapurely 
teleologiealthcorydocsnote:>t:plainthcactualnatureof 
moral goodness and suggesting that something more is ne<:dtd 
than the usual typeofdeontologicalthcory. This something 
maybc,ashasalreadybcensuggcsted,theidencific.ationof 
m?ral law with religious Jaw. Or it may be the case, and 
th•ssuggestioneanbeeombinedwiththercligiousone,that 
!t is simply the nature of the human species to expros i~lf 
tn good action. There is an w-ge in us, not merely .a crcauve 
urge, as thecreativeevolutionisu teach (althoughnma.ybc 
present also), but what we may eall a morally creative "!'Se, 
and it is this fundamental urge of our nature that gwes 

~ust~~~~ l~c~~;:ar1 =k. a~~eit~~rj~~i:~~;~;.i~ 
one case'vt misdirection we have the fanauc pursutng w1th 
elltreme moral fervour some coum: of action that commo.n 
sense tells us to be wrong. In the norm~! nta!',,howcver, thiS 
urge leads to good social relations and nght hvmg. Accord· 
ing to this view man feels the authority of the moral .law 

~":h::~ i~n~;u:~~tbcth~~ra~::.,if~~~;u!~~0:;( 
~~~r~uat~h:o~~n~~st': ;~~~~n~0~-c~s~~~ f~ft~; 
and thisfactwillhclptogiveauthoritytoparticuarmo 
rules. OfcoW'SC there are other urges in human.nature, 
including what are usually eallcd instincts; otherw1se man 
would always do what is right. 
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Adc:scriptionofthemorallifeasicisaetually_livedsho~h.l 
take into actount all the factors which tend to giVe authonty 
to moral rules and standards. A theory of ethics will be m?'"c 
adcquatethefullcrthe~planationitgivC$Ofthisa\lthonty, 
and this is wher-e most ethical theories, and hedonism mo-s~ of 
all, have failed. The theol"ics which appear to be indic:at~ng 
the right direction for an explanation of moral a11thonty, 
arethcstandardasthelawofGod,andthcstandardasthe 
lawofnaturc. Toacccptthcsc,hov.'l:vcr,merclyongt"OUnds 
of their ethical desirability would hardly be justifiable; they 
require to bl: considered as part of a metaphf$ical theory 
whichisolllside thcscopcofanintrod\lction toethia. 

§5. The Vari~W" EU.iral The~ries in IMir R•lation I~ Pradie• 

Wemustnowgobacktothcthr«viewssuggcstedinthc 
lintscctionofthischaptcrandsechowtheyarcrelatedtothc 
varioustype:;ofethicatthcory. . 

;, (~tJ~J1 ;ich:1~ha~;t~~~~ t~~~:J~~~i~; ~~~n!;n ~~~.,~~ 
decisionsofconscienccormor-alrensearefinal,andthatthese 
cannotbo:analysedbycthicaltheory. lndced,thisc:xtreme 
gro11p maintains that there is really no moral theory at_all, 

;;~~:~~~~;• w~~ ':':~f~e~f ~~~~~~'! ci~~~~~n,~n!t!~"!h':X 
~ld1~:~h~rco~::,a;~ ~yco~u:'t%nc:a~rbce~~::.l~lr, 
cvolllhomstwhoholdsthatthecouneofcvollllionueteriTll~es 

;;;~a~;i;~r~~ ";: ~~~~ht~:tisc~~~OS:rb!~~u~fo':.n~:;~;.,~ 
~~f~~~~ng!hfu~h: ~1t::;n,~?:~t·~h~r:~.~:~~~~~~ 
~~~~~c t~~~~ ~v~h:S n;t~:;i~;;~~10(~~e g=a~\;~1 is the 

~~~:n~~l~n~~~~ :r:~~~~~h~~:~~ o~~hcit~~J:=;; 
~~~~: ~:~b~~:~i~t~ ~:::.~i: ~ vti~~~ia\~~c ~~::~t~:n~ 
the tendencies at work. An idealistic perfectionism whlC 
.-.:gard~ the moral liff: ~· ~n unfoldin!: of the cap3cities of our 



ThtiJry IJtlll Practi£t 26 1 

huma!'l.naturc, without any principle as to which of these 

;:r;~~~ i~~h~~=f l~~~::o~~~~:~;eca;;!'iii::.•lyT~: h: 
been m parllcularthe "-cakne:;solthe creativeevolutioniu 

:r!ia~ :=is u~~!e ;;r,~i~::~~~;•l!:d:f ~~:~.~a;; 
has~nsu~cstcdinthisbook-thctheoryrcmaimvery 
rnucht~ theatr. Thecallofthecrcativccvolutioni.stisvery 
~uc~ hke the call ?fidle youth in scar<;h of amusement: 
Lets do something; it doesn't matter what.' 

. (b)'?nthcothcrhandverydiffercntguidaneeforpracticc 
ts,P,rov~dcd by most of the tdeologistsandespecially by the 
Ullhtanans. The utilitari:ins hold that man learns in a 
general way by experience to approve such actions as will 
lead to the greatest happiness of the greatest number, but 
the:scgcneralnotionsnccdconstantcriticismandemendation 
with the hdp of a utilitarian philosophy. We mwt W115tandy 
!>e ll$king the question whether kinds of action, which led 
m.agencralwaytothegrcatestpOllSiblehappincssinthepast, 
still do so in the circumstancc:s in which we now find ourselves. 
It was inthisspiritthat thecarlyutilitarians,likcBcntham, 
.themselves suggested social and political rcfor/TL5 which must 
tncrcase the happiness of mankind. It is admittedly difficult 
to apply utilitarian standards to practice. The best laid 
$Chcmcs may, in the play of outside eircu~tanecs, ~ften lead 

~~~~(~ ~~~c~~~~~~~f~~:~~! ~;: :ft' ~~:f~~~~~ 
havcalledCrchanceofr<.:ali~tic>nthanmostothcrs,andso 
hisstandardsarcrclativclycasytoapply. Wcthinkthatlve 
know W<'ll enough what happin.ess mean1 in practice and 
oftenwcthinkthatwccanguessw!lhafail'a!nountofcertai~ty 
whatkindofconduet will bring that happmessabout. lh~ 
~me at-gumcnts apply in a rather less ~egrcc to all other 
teleologicalthcorio:s"·hiehgivc usadcfintteandmoreorlcss 
COncrete account of the end to which right conduct leads. 

!~~~~~~~;i~h:ng~~~!u;:~zh~d~~;~u~~i~l;,~i~~~;::c~~~: 
self-realization will provide much pracucal guc~ancc f~r t~c 
lll'!tt steps in human progress, althoull:h th~ dtscovcry of 11 
tnaybcdifficultnnditspunuitiupracttccstLllmoredt!licult. 
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Even Platoeouldjustifythe Utopia described in hisRepuhl~ 
by saying: 'Perhaps in heaven there is ]aid up a patterno~tt 
forhimwhowishcstobcholdit,andbcholding,toorgaruze 
himselfaec:ordingly.'' 

(e) There is ho~er a tradition in ethics, more: or l~ 
impli~t in the philosophy of Aristotle, which holds that while 
the prunary function of ethics is the discovery of the ln;"lh 
aboutmoralma.tters,thcveryaetofdiseoveringthc~amng 
ofo?rmoralopinions is bound to affect our prawcc_by 
making _th~ underlying prineiplcs more conscious by rc:m_~mg 
~ontrac!!cttollll, and at times by rejecting common oporoons 

:~e~t~ ~~ ~~:d:;::n~~\r;c~~!~J:fst1;~~~:drt!': 
with their view that the commands o( conscience arc: to be 

~:r~ a::t~~fi~~atb~e~~~~cS'~~hr :nsa~~~:s~~~ 
~!~a~:~~~o~i~~:~~~;i:o:: f:n:~:~~·n~a~:~f 
~~~c~~~~~::h~a~vel~~~~:\~~~r ~~~~ ~::n~~d~ 
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of the student ofcthicstodiscoverandmakcexplicit. The 
type of mind, like that of Aristotle, whlch men commonly 

;,~.::~~~~~s:~·c1~~~~n~~~:~~";:S~ft;~t~h~~~~ ~~:~~~~; 
ifmcorrcctly,callcd'idealistic'willbcmoreinterestedinthe 

b[~~~~:~"~rord~f~~ ~~~:~ :O~t~~n~mmam'!; ~!Ji~~~ d~~~':~ 
inwhichthemoralidcalhasbecomcmorcexplicitinthepast 
andconcludethatanyfurthcrdcvelopmcntinmoralitymust 
be in the same direction. It is to this conclusion that the 
creativccvolutionistsobjcct,fortheyhnldthatthcrcarcncw 
directions in which the principle of goodness may lind an 
expr.:ssion. hisatleastplausiblctosuggestthattherational 
aspect of the ideal reached a fairly full expression in the 
Hegelian philosophy, and it is nowlikelytounfolditselfin 
o\h('rdirections. 

§6. A Comparison of Elhiu onJ l.t!gie 

Our third view, which may be called the critical view, 
suggcststhatthefunctionofcthicsiselosdyanalogoustothc 
functionoflogic. Mcncanthinkcorrectlywithoutstudying 
logic,andsocanmenliveagoodlifcwithoutstudyingcthics. 
Itisthcbusinessoflogictodiscovertheprineiplcsonwhich 
all valid or eorrectthinking is done, and similarly it is the 

~~~';,d r£)~~': !~.,d~~~~~ ~~~~ ~;,in~p!:.o~rJti;~ :~~ nf!~ 
chapter, "'disco\'erwhatmakesarightactionrightoragood 
action good. A training in logic, however, will enable US 
more readily to observe the fallacies in our own and. other 
]'IC(lplc'sthinkingandtounderstandcxactlytheiiUslakes 
that have been made, so that if the desire is there we may 
know how to set them right in our own thinking, a_nd, how to 
make profitable suggestions to other people. SJmd~rly a 
training in ethics should enable us Iosee the defects 10 our 
own and other people's conduct and to unden;tand their 
exaetnaturerothat,ifthedesircisthcrc,wearcbc!t<"rabl<" 

!~;:~ .. ~~~~ ~!gh;t~~~~r ~~n f~~~u~~~~o ::::ek:d~~~ta1~~ 
'time-honourcdtrtskofmornliststoprcachandtoedtfy,and 
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ethics educates moralists for their task. There i• nothing 
ineviJableiuJbepraeticalbenefitaecruingfromthetheoretical 
studyindthereasc::. Theskilledlo~~:ician,ifhebesomindcd, 
may use his skill to deee.ive o1heri with invalid sophistical 
arguments,andaknowledgeofethical Jbeoryrcq1.1ires to a 
far gr<:ater degr« 1he preenee of • the good will' to make 
~IS-teachings cffeetive in practic;e. Jwt as the logician who 
I!Jilahunytomakchissubjcctpracticalisliabletobecome 
pedantic, and to engage in 'hair-splitting' in his arguments, 
so the mom list who is' too keen to be practical is liable to 
s~ffi:r from those weaknesses that brought cas1.1istry into 
!'impute. _Philosophical disciplines, while they have ~o keep 
In to\ICh W>th the world of practice from which thc•r. da~ 
come,nccdalsotohavcacertainaloofno::ssfrompracuccm 
thciro\ltlookinordcrtokccpunbia..cdandobjcctivc. 

Rashdall pointed out that logic had no special subject· 
matte~ of its own, but that it is the study of the mcthods.o~all 

:: s~,e~:ial f~~~~~~!~~~~h~h~:~d~~ ::~dd~~&:z';:o~~ 
:~~j~~~~rZ~~::i~;;;~ic.. ~:~~ w~d: !;:~~t0!r'l~~~ Fo~'i':;-:i~~~ 
theacuonsdoncmallthcarts,evcnintheartofreason•ng, 
a man may break the moral law by deliberately using false 
~rguments. Similarly the S\lbject-mattcr of logic incl_udo;s 
~udgcmcnts made in all the science.. and among these ~th•CS iS 

;:u~:cd;co=~~ t~~~ ;~bjse':!:.,:::t:;:~~~~j~~~c=:~~ 
mcludetbcwholcofoncaspcctofhumanactivity'> · 

§7. (..OIIC/IUion 

tai~;~ '~ha~~~;~ ~~:~;isd~:~~~in~~i~~~~~~~e~i~~:;ti~~ ~~j 
pract~ce, although, like many other sciences, ethics ·~ hkely 

:~~·n~ ~~~:j:trn~~:::~t~r!,hftt~~~~~ j;: ~~~~r:::~ 
~PP~td ~h:op~~r;:su:rr;i~~ ~'i:;:Ccs w~e~~::b.: ~!~~[!d 

'R~>hdall: Thrc•J' o]Gorxl ,111J E1d, Dk. III, (;h.:,. ~i (Vol. II, 
P· 1~3). 
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•dentifically, although there is in it the wnstant danger of 
thecasuistignoringtheprinciplesofmoralityinManention 
to detaiL Tite main contribution of this chapter to our 
systematicstudyofethieshasbcenitscfforttofindatheorctic 
basisfortheauthoritythatmoralstandardshavcon~plcin 
practical living. Teleological theories fail in providing such 
a basis, and thconlydcontologieal thcorieswhiehshowany 
great prospeetofdoingsoare those whichrrgard the mnral 
stnndarila~ahl\\·ofGodor:~l3wofnature. 



Chapter XIV 

THE INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIETY 

§1. Sotit!Y as lht BaekgrMrui ~/lot /llcral Lij( 
Inourlirstchapter,cthiawasprovisionallydcfincdasthc 

normativescienccofthc conduct of human beings/ivi11gin 
.roeitlits,andthroughoutthcbookthcrehasbccnf'""quent 

:"J~::.,t:i~~v;~:r;t.~n Ee!~';;~~ :k~o~hc0~::ct~~~~~~~~! 
whichdonotaffcctothcrl"'oplearcstillthewnccmofcthics, 
sothataCrwoewhoeouldncverr<:tumtohurnansoeialllfe 
would still hav<: moral duties,""' would have to admit that the 
lifcofsocictyisthenorrnalatmospher<:,andindeedthctraining 
groundofmorali.ty. Ourmoralideasdcvclopinassoc:iation 
withthoscofotherpcoplcandarebcingconstantlyeriti<:izcd 
andmodiliedbythcopinionsofothers. Thcpsychological 
groundforourrcgardingourmoralopinionsasobjcctivcis 
ourdiscoverythatthes<:moralopinionsaulargclyidentical 

;!t!h:a:~r.:~:~~~c% ~! ~~~:-: r:~~:ul~?:rr~~~~iJ 
bcnorcasonforourthinkingthatourjudgemcnts'Otrightand 
wrong \'.'<:ft anything but expressions of purely personal 
tastesoropinions. Oftenthcsejudgementshavcadirectly 
social rcl"er<:nec; one form of right action is the seeking of 
worthy objccts of satisfaction/or ether peopk rather than for 
ou=lvcs, and this direction towards other people is one 
<:haractcri.sticdistinguishingthingsthatarcmorallygood.from 
thingswhicharemcrclygoodorobjt<:tsofvalueforaxio]ogy. 
Ther<: may be c~ccptional cases like those of the saint or the 
asccucwhercthcindividualfindshi.sstationanditsdutics 
away from society, but for the normal man morality i! a 
social busl"""". The saintly ascetic may have passed into 
a sphere where he bas become as the 'gods knowing 
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good and evil', but Aristotle's general rule that man 
~~~-Out a society is either a beast or 3 god will still hold 

There arc twocxaggcr:t.tionsoftheviewtbatthcmornllifc 
is soci:.l, which should be avoided. (a) There is, 6r.;t, the 
viewthatthegoodoftheindividualissubordinatetotlu::good 
ofthecommunity,orthatitistobcrcgardcdasamcansto 
the good of the community. If we intcrput th~ good of the 
communityasconsistingofthcgoocb of thOle individuals 
who form the community, then, as Aristotle pointed our,• 
itisgrcatcrth:>nthegoodof.anyoneindividual,andsoto 
be ehoocn in preference to that individu:t.l's good. On the 
other h:md, if we regard the good of the community as 
something over and above the goods of the individuals 
forming it, the good of the community is not to be chosen in 
most circumstance; in preference to the good of an indi"idual. 
The good in a social organi2ation is largely an instrumental 
good, s~-rvingasa means to thegoodofthcindividu..1\scon· 
ccrncd. A•tatcisgoodifitprodttC<-"Sgoodcitizcnsorgood 
thingsforitseitizcns;acolleseisgoodinsofarasitisa 
mcanstoindividualscomprchcndingtlu::truthorl>c:coming 
good men. There may be a sense in which a c:ommunity 
has an intrinsicvalueoverandabovc both theva\ucsofthc 
variousindividualsformingitandthcva\ucsoftheiractions; 
there may be an intrinsic value in the Church as Church, 

~~~~!~~~;:'J;~1!t":v;~ ,h~;~";::~~~r.,~~;:~y 
smallthat,lncascswhercthereisnconDictbetw.::cnthcgood 
ofthcinstitutionundthegoodsofthcindividualsconccmcd 
in it, the latter is to be prcfcm:d. A college that spent all 
itsincomconarchitcctura\ornamentandstaincdglassmight 
lx:cnhancingitsinclinsicvalllcatthccostofmjuringiiS 
teachers and students. Of course what we normally mean by 
thcgoodofasocictyincludcsthcindividualgoodsofits 
members;itsownintrinsicgood,ifitc:xistsatall,isonlydis· 
CO\"Cred byabstraetion. 'I1o<::qllcstionofthcscnsc:inwbich 
asocictymnybcregardcdasintlinsicall)"goodnot.-dsfurthcr 
consideration, but for the prc•cnt, it cmo safely be a.sened 
that the good of individuals docs not consist in th~ir being 

1 .'\ristollc: !>'iroma<hMII ElMrt. 11~. I, Ch. ~ (1091h) 
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means to the good of an abstract society. k Kam said, 
rational beings arc ends in tlu:mselvcs. 1 

(b) Noristhcviewcorrectthatthetotofmorallygood 
willing i• its coherence "~th the \"Oiitions of the other members 
of a society,"-' i•suggcsted by Professor H.J. Paton in hi• 
book Tire Goad Will. It is the cme, as WI: have maintained, 

~~~~ i:7~d:~J. ~~~ ~ ~ne~:e~~~o:a:!::t,;viil~~~ ';;;~]~ 
certainly be coherenceamongthediffcr<:nl wills concerned. 
Inadevclopingcommunity,however,inwhichindividual> 
ar<:advancingingoodness,thereislikclytobcconllietr<Uhcr 
than coherence among individual volitions. In such a 
community, the moral reformer inevitably como not tu 
bring peace but to bring a sword, for his reforms arc likely 

~~'TI'o!-d~~~:d ~ela~~ ·;~=~~i~emc::r:~~~r~n ';x~~: 
ordinarydegrecofeohcrenecinwillingadefinitclyb:l.cl 
policy,suchasthcpolicyoferadicatingpcopleofaparticular 
race from their country. Coherence may e\"en add to the 
badness of such a policy. The coherence in the rascali1y 
ofacaucwofpoliticalgangstersmakc-1;itworseratherthan 
be11er. 

§2. n•llldillidlllllolldflreSIIJI• 
It may help to make our study more concrete if we limit 

;::o~:,n~::lro,h: o!t!~:. ·~~~~u:!~ ~~~~aV':~~J:~.~ 
toromecxtenttoothergroupsliketheeiviecommunity,thc 
Church,theschool,theelub,thcbusinc5S,oreventhefamily. 
Tlteslatchasbc<:ngivcnthclargestplaccincthica\di,­
clUSionsahhough the state h.~softcnincommonspcech b~en 
identified with thcgovcrnmcntofthc~tate, :m institution to 
whichthcordinarysubjcctmaynotcvcnfcelthathebclongs. 
The average Indian undct" British domination has t-cgartl.cd 
the state (thus identified with the government) os mmcthing 

~~~ ~~~;e;~~~~~~n!lf'isni~~- b~~ ~:J~'i. 
\Wllltethatthewords'govcmment','soeicty'and'state'are 
ronearlysynonymomllStoleadtoeonfiiSiomofthiskind. 

Kant: Mtla/JApi< Df Mo•al•, s~~t. II (Abbott, p. 491• 
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We shall usc Lbc "'vnl 'state' here fm· the organi•cd social 
lifcofagroupofpeopleundcrasinglegovernmcnt,implying 
tha.ttbeindividualisconso;iousofhilll!dfa3sharina:inthat 
organizedsa.;iallifc,howeverlargcorsmallhilsba.remaybc 
initsgovernment. Iftbeindividua.\docsnotuga.rdhirnsclf 
aspartofthestateinthi!scnsc,hcro::gardshlmsclftosome 
extent as a slave, for the dictates of the state will be bonds 
imposcdonhimfromouuideandnotpartofthefabricofhis 
own moral life. The word 'society' mar be used cono;retcly 
fot·anysocialgroup, andabsuactlyforthesocia\lifcofany 
group. 

Thestatercscmblcsalivingbod)"Oraworkofartinhaving 
its various parts closely connected with one another, and 
maybedescribedasan'organicunity'ifwcdonotusethat 
word in Dr. Moore's strict sense of it. The conncx.ions 
betwcenthcvariousparlSofthestateau:notne.arlyasclosc 
as theconnc:xionsbctweenthcvariouspartsofa\i\ingbody, 
OTC\"Cnofaworkofart. Theparticularindividualswhoform 
astatcarcindepcndcntbcingsinawayinwhlchtheccl\sor 
cventheOTgansofalivingbodyarenot;forcachindividual 
can transfer hiiiiSt:lffrom one state to another, and has, 
within limits, other powers of individual actionthatnopart 
of the body has. The state has no purpose of its own; it 
only hasn purpose as the individualswhoformitgivcitonc. 
The state moreover is by no means the only whole of which 

~~~~~~7!~~~~r. ~r:~=~~;~~:~~·:t~~::~~ 
organization and perhaps to severo.! clubs. In the first two 
cases,atanyrate,loyaltytothefamilyorthcchurehisoftcn 
strongerthanloyaltytothestatc,andtheu:aremanyca= 
where men have held it right to disobey the dictates of the 
state in obedience to the clainu of family or of church. Some 
thinkers seem tou:gard these othersocicticsmcrelyasparts 
ofthestateorcvenasmearutothegoodofthcstatc,and 
give thestatcasupu:mepositiona3the'socictyofsocictics', 
or with Althusiw a! the 'corporation of"?Orporations'.' 
Ifthismeansthattbeindividualismorallyobhgedtosubmit 
to lheauthorityofthestatcrathcrthantothatofanyotho:r 

'1\.lthwiw:_l'oliti«uCap.v. t,~. 
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''" soeia\groupinevcrycasc,thescthinkcrsan:tcrtainly"TOng. 
A pious Moh.a.mmadan in Egypt, however loyal to th_c 
Egyptian state he may be, would certainly hold that his 
loya.ltytothcls\ami,,hurch,'thepcoplcofGod',comcs~~t­
Nor can we regard a state as satisfying Dr. Moore's dcfimuon 
of anorganic unityasawholcwhcrc thevalucofthewlu~le 
bearsnoregularproportiontothcsumofthevaluesofils 
paru. It may be admiued, as we have already suggested, 
that the state has a value as a whole over and above both 
the values of the individuals forming it and the valucs.of 
thc:iractions,thatithas'thesplendourandbeautyofasoc•al 
body ... worth while what it cosiS' to individual members.' 
Theu may be intrinsic value in the freedom, justice and otb~r 
characteristicsofastateoverandabovetbeinuinsicvalues 
ofthcexpcrienccsofiiSindividual·m~mbers, but it is wry 
reasonable to hold thatthe,oa\ue of the whole is in strict 
proportion to the sum of the vah~ of these individu~ 
expc:riences. In short, when a state is called an orgaru' 
unity, that term is being used loosely and vaguely. Tile 

r=:~t i~ a"n~ ~s ·:~~; J!t~r r:~~~~·:,:h~o~":~:d;~ 
ethics. 

ltiscasytoregardthestateorothcrcorporatebod}'IISII 
penon, and lawyers frequently 1,ISC this fiCtion for their own 
purposes. A state aeiS in many ways just as an individual 

~:~l~S~~;~iE~~~~~:~:~~IiS~~a 
arerelcvantforcthics. Fortheactionofast:tteitisa\ways 
the case that some individual or individuals arc morally 
responsible. WhenaslateaciSwearctemptedtojudgeiiS 
.a.c:tionstobegoodorbad,justaswcjudgethcactionsofan 
individuaL However, when a state acts, for Cltllmple when 
it declares war against some other state, the decision is 
ultimately made by individual men or women who suggest 

:::n~:~~i=~ 0;f~~i~':'t~ :.=i~/~~1'tl~=~!is~~ILi~ 
entirely theirs. Ofcoursethcarrangcmencsofast:otc may 
givemoresc:opctotheinfluenceofsomcindividualsthanof 

1 l.aird:.tSiwlyinMorDIThevry,p.~62. 
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others, _b~~ thCTc is 01lwars a pcrwu or pcr:sons to whom the 
rcsponsLbLhty can be assigned. There: is no $bifting it on to 
anabstractcntitylikethestate. 

Discussions on the place of the state in ethics have been 
c~n~used by expressions like the 'group mind' or the 'general 

;:~!s., ";~~c:~n ~=~li~~~~~~~~~dk:t~g 
thatnatcsandothercOlJIOralionsactincertainrtSpcctslikc 
persons. Thestatemayaniveatadct"isioninawayanalo­
gous to that by which an individual anives at a decision; 
there may be dclibcntion on the arguments for and ag<~inst 

01 c~z:tain policy; only the arguments in the. t.l5l: ofs_tatc 
decos•ons are most commonly presented bydtlfcrc:ntllllnds 
whereas in individual decision they arc commonly prcsenttd 

:£:::~!:~it~~~~Jt;~: :i~~~~f:i~;;~~j;~~~~~! 
~he state decides, its decision is altogether the resultant of 

;~~t!u,:!o~c~:;::· :;~,r!~~vd=i~rd~~O\~;~~o::: '!: 
For ethks the important point is that tltere LS moral rcspon­
sibililyforthedecisionsofastate;onlyilisaresponsibility 
ofindividua/s. Peoplewhodcnythisthinkthat.~use.the 
state as such cann01 be morally respomiblc for ~ts. adton, 
nobody is responsible. There may be cha.ractcnsucs of a 

:!~':;~~~~~')~ :;:d ~~dasf~;~~~=~~~:~yba.:a;r ~~~;~~~: 
~~lc~~:l;~j'~=~~~~:~.cs a~;i%r a~r:;_'~:;d~,~iJ~:J;t:L; 
;;;~:;s:~~eBri7!~1n;o=::e~~ !."~~ta~~!~:·~~!~n~~r~;~~:~ 
!~~tth~~isg~=:~~~;c::n~e~~~mm~fi~~~f!;~~~l~~~3 
::r~::li~g ~~~n~~t:~~C.::~:. 1~m~~;~o~2o:~~ 
does not begin to do wha1 is moroHy "TOng Y 

.._ ~o~=i~?fficult concept which is rdeda~l 1 ~j;eh~~~~t b: 
:~~::n~o!::X:i1;h.~: i:u~n:r11111~ ~~~~-~pcri(nccs and 
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actions of individual•, snm~thing that i> >har~d by all o•· m~t 
of the members of a slate. Thcrc are certain good! whtcb 

j~~b~o~ :;.~i~~~~~~:~i~~~:ti~~~~r~~~C:,~I:CrC:d 
and clothing. It maybe the businCS!I of a state to arrang~ 
thatthcrcisafairdimibudonofsu~hgoods,andastate~n 
be called instrumentally good in so far as it succeeds m 
arranging such a fair distribution. The state may even go 
sof.uastoprovid~somcsuehnon..sharablegoods,forexamplc 

~~~!~~';:~;:~~::idi~;eg~~· ~~~~v~:\~" !';:~~;;,:::o~ 
shared by all of its citiuru; who need them, such as tran.•F.1 

services, .trcetlighting, protection, education and faCJbU<:s 
forrecrcationandculturclikeparksandartgallerics. ~c 
extent to which a sharable good can be shar-00 will vary wt~h 
itsnaturc;theutentlowhichatramcarcanbcshaudwt!l 
depcndonthcsizcofthctramcar,andevenapub\ieparkts 
limitcdtothenumbcrofpcop\ewhichiteanholdatanyo~e 
time. Thescsharablcgoodsprovidedbythestatcareagam 
instrumcntaltothegoodofthcindividua\,andsomcoft?em 
maybenotmcrclyobjtttsofsatisfaetionbutworthyobjCCts 
ofadmirationinsofarastheyenablcindividualstolivea 
morally good life. lndccd,manyhavethought thatthct\"10 
primarytasksofthestatcarcfintly to~nablc the individual 
to live and secondly toenabl~ him to live well. The state, 
however,canatthcmostpt-ovidemeanswhichJ.rfndividual 

:~~~~ ~:~;~?d~~ili~:c a~:O ~~fe~~:-=n~;'!:ybJv: 
a bad life. Apart from these particular goods a state may 
provide a moral atmosphere which may in8ucno:e individuals 

~~~r a~~ti:J:;,g l~~c_:~~i~~:,.~e~r:'m d~x~v:~:;.:~ 
for eJCample, wh~n everybody else is so abstaining. In this 
sense the moral atm0$phcr~ of a slate may fonn part of the 
o;ommongood. 

The common good may then be regarded simply all ~he 
totalwealthofD.nationwhiehcanbedividedsoastoprovtde 
satW'actionstoitsindivldualcitizcns,oritmaybe used. ina 
more restricted way for those things whieh can be enjoyed 
by all without diminution of their value. These things are 
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b:.~~~;;~r:~:~a~f~~e s~~:u~l fJ~~~naa~o~~,~~::~::: 
~oral traditions. The phrase '«~mmon good' liLlY be UK<~ 
~n n very different ~ense for that coherence in willing which 
' 3 ccrt_ainly one mark of the 'good will' ofth~ whofon:aa 
~rpC?-.lte body. This n~ not imply at all that all the 
~nd~v~duals will the same thing, but it does imply that each 
Jnd>vLdual makcs some contribution by way of suggc:~tion or 
;>f ~~ent to the netivity of the group and that even those 
JndiVLduals who arc least satisfied with the final decision 
~cquicsce iu it out of loyalty to the group. Such coherence 
10 ~ e~mununity is certainly an instrumental good which can 
a:;s~st. m the carrying through by the community of any good 
actiVIty. It may also be an intrinsic good, if we regard such 
coherent activity as worth while apart from anything it 
ac.complishes. In the writings of some modern R""'iart 
thmkers there is certainly the suggestion that 'sohoroost'' or 
~ommurtity is an intrinsic good. So the commort good may 
Include (a) the intrinsic good of the state, if there be such a 
good, (b) the stock of good chiefly ~piritual but sometim.,. 
material which can be shared without diminution ofits value, 
(c) the material instrumental goods which are provided by 
the State for the common we of its citizens and arc consumed 
by them, and (d) the nationaltvcaltb which can be distributed 

:.:o:~ 1the ci~~~; o!~"!~~ml~~~~;~~ ~~· t~~'!::dfvlJ~:: 
crtizen ~sense of helping hi~~~ l!vc a~ life. Thar 
depends upon the use which tbe mdtvidual cmzen makes of 

lh~~en we talk of doing something for the common g~ we 

~~Y ':~r:h~~~;~~~~.:;r!o:~~~~~~:t~h:%;,.i~; 
~~~~ ~f J~ct-~r:a3~~~o~:fi~u~~J~u!~?~~:?€f2~ 
~~~ b:'!nJ!r':;::~d~ ~7r:zi'er0~~~ ~f:;aco011lLunity 
w~: :~=~~:~c::~e!:~ ~~c~:';~reatlvo:~ ~~d #,;:h;,~,;:~ 
«<DtriblltC. (E. Lampert: J(ito/8! Dm{Jiltl> ~ < 
4gu, p. t!jn.) 
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§3· EgDilm, UniuersaliJm cmd Alfroism 
Themoralidcalinsofarasitrcl"cn;totherclationsofan 

individual to other human beings maybe considered under 
the headings of Egoism, Universalism and Altru!•m: . 

Egoism is the tho:ory that it is the duty of the md!VIdua~ '? 
seek his o"n good; the term is also wed for the vicw.that It IS 

always his practice to do so. This latta view ~~ c~lled 
psychological egoism, the theory that a human ?ci.ng; '' so 
made that he<;a.nseckonlyhisown good: Hctsiiomgso 
even when he appcan; to be seeking the good of others. ~he 
most common form of psychological egoism is psychologJca.l 
hedonism and our refutation of that theory will hold withso;mc 
minor changes for any theory of psychological egoism. Ethl~l 
cgoismholdsthatitisthedutyofanindividualtoseekh.is 

'i::diJ~:j :::~~~n~tsh~~~c~:-:::a~~ ~~a~~~~fo~0:~~ ~ a;f 
othen,exceptwhcrcthcgoodllfothcnisamcanstoliisoWI'I 
good. It is a pity that in common English speech the tl~cory 
ofcgoilm is often confused with the moral quality of'cgottsm' • 
awordthatshou\dbeconfinedtotheviccofthinking too 
much of one's own self (as shown most commonly by the too 
frequent use of the personal pronoun 'I'). A man might 
conceivably be an egoist in ethics without $bowing any 
trace of egotism or selfishness in his character, althouglltt 

:h:~ .:t~~i~~~c~:: ~?mc~is~hr.~:c~fo~ ~s~~i:~c!~ 
pracucc. 

Egoism has more to say for itself than moralists commonly 
admit. If we regard the moral end as perfection it is probable 
that we can do very little for the perfection of others. A 
man isahlc toinjluu~e~ to a greater or less degree thcactivitit;s 
of other people, but he can control his own activities. Thts 
was the view taken by Kant when he bade us seek our own 
pcrl'cction and the happiness ofothcn.• Egoism takes such 
a view a step funher and holds that the only contribution 
~hich an ~ndi:'idual ~n make to a completely good universe 
IS the reail:zataon of his own good. The egoist too may h<;~ld 

1 Kant: Prtjcct to tlu .\{ttapll)'Jicdl El<nmtts of Ethics, 1\' (i\.bboU, 
p.2\)6). 



. 1/,,· f11diuidua/ am/ Soridy ~i;; 
cons.'~l<.:m.ly "ilh his m .. 1in egois1ic p·osi1ion lhat il ;, ;11 lhc 
;;ervu;c.ofoth~n thathewillrea!ile his own good, that it is 
~~~ s~e~mg the1r happin= that he will find his own, or that 

;~f~!~ ~eco::~nf~~~~: :v:~: =t::r~!~h 
!~ ~~;~~,~0o7:h~ ~~c;r~rtth~' ~r::l~;r~~ ~~Y,::~f~~ .~~ 
~oO:: ~;~~~ood and nothing else; for the univenaliSI it is 1he 

. Thcl"ean:,ashasbecnindicalcd,bothapar:ado:.:ofhcdon-

~!\\~n~a~ Fo~~k": a0Jcb:~~:~0;a7~h~;~,;:~~~~~~~:~~~ 
Jttilkcthcfomtofplcasureorofindividua!pcrfcction,isa 
!>a?\~yofattainingit,andcvcnforhiso•vncgoisticpurposcs 
n_,s w1sc not to keep these aims too consciously in front of 

:~~et~f:~~~~t.~oi~~~ :.~ t~~~ ~~-~g:::~i~:j,:~~~~ f~~ 
othcrsnccdcxpcetnoconsider:ationfromothe~>,andc•<cry 
man needs the hclpofothc~>in theattainmcntofhisown 
individual good. Hobbc:;, who held that man naturally 
~cks his own good without regard to that of others, saw !hat 
~n a community where each individual sought his own good 
~~~ utter disregard of the interests of others, the life of each 
llldividual would be 'nasty, brutish and short'.• The 
strongestargumentagainstegoismisthatitisrcvoltingtolhc 
moral~-itions of mankind. Conscience tells a man to 
seck th ' ~ of othen rather than his own, in whlucver form 
he may ~c<: the good, and it is impossible to maint:li':l a ~~~ory 
of ethics which is as opposed to the common~nse mtuwo~ 
ofallmankindasisegoi:;m. Whcnthehedon.JStsbased_theJr 

:!::~1 :~!~~~o~~~~~ hee:;~;~ ~~ :,~t}~rsea :S"~!f 
bu111an nature. A man's impulses and dcs1rcs belong. to 

Z.,~~e ~::. ar;o::~f~~~C:esetefm;.Js: a~dics\:ta~~o:~~~~ 
:!!~:~~'!s~i~~:~;. f~j;a:~~~:~~~~~:vi~~dt~=·~~~:~ 
lo one's self like anlbition and gr«<~. The natura e 0 

1 Speneer: Data Df Etbia, Ch. 12, §J.aix. 
"Hobbes:LAuialbiUl,Partl. 
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man ;, a .ociallife, and the man who g.,..,; out to •~~k hi~ own 
good, unaided by othen and.offering no aid to others, ts not 
Jeaily human; he rna)' be AriStotle's beast or god. 

Egoism however draws the attention of mora]isiS to one 
truth, although the theory as a whole is false. It poin.ts ?ut 
the importance of the individual in the moral life, fOI' ot 15 a 
man that is an end in himself and not a community, and 
the freedom which some moralists hold to be an intrinsic 
good is an individual frecd.om. If we arc to accept universal­
ism or altruism rather than egoism, we must sec that the good 
of free individuals, and not the obolcure 'common good' of 
sonte corporation, is the goal of the moral life. It is by la)•in{ol' 
all the empha..is on· one particular individual, the agent's own 
self, that egoism goes wrong. 

Universalism holdllthat it is the moral duty of an individual 
to seek the good of his community as a whole. It claims to 
combine the true clements in egoism and in altruism, as the 
good of the community will include both the agent's own good 
and the good of others. Universalism too is capable of an 
almost indefinite expansion, as moral insight deepens; a fl'!"ln 
may seck the good of his own 'set', of his local commumty, 
of his country as a whole, of aU mankind, or even of all 
sentient c:reaturcs, and the very name 'universalism' arouses 
a reaction of moral approval by suggesting a wider or univcr.>al 
group. It certainly can claim to set no narrow limits on the 
range of moral obligation. It is open to critic1''s . .,llowevcr, 
in at least three ways. (a) It suggests the abst -~.i)ood of (I 
community rather than the concrete good ·-particular 

:::~~!~m:~bc~ ~~e =n~~: ~~~u~:'i~nw~~:n:l~c~~~~; 
O\lf last sa:tion. (b) Univcnalism leaves out the notion of 
~lf-C!'ifi~, or it makes self-sacrifice illusory, for it holds that 
m sacr!fictng ourselves for the community we are really ~n· 
gaged to that courn: of action which will ultimately brLng 
about the greatest good for ourn:lves. It will be maintained 
in our statement on altruism that one of the basic moral 
intuitions of mankind is that it i1 right to sacrifice one's 
own good for that of others, and any attempt to bring back 
~hat good to one's self by "'"ay of one's communi1y as a whok 
" repugn~nt to thi< intuition of ronsciencc. (c) From 1he 
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<'goistic point of view it may be doubted whether the au.aiu­
rnent of the maximum good for one's community i! alwa~ 
or e.ven normally attompanicd by the attainment of the 
m~~llltum good for one's own :;elf. It i> tT\Ie that tbe higher 
spmtual goods are sharable, but there an: lower goods, sw;b 
as food, whieh are necusary for c:<istence, and then: is no 
guarantee that the life of service to the community will provide 
these goods in sufficient quantity to the individual who so 
seeks the common good. It is notorious that society has 
allowed some of its most scJHcss servants to starve and to lack 
the other common ne«ssities of life. Universalism does not, 
as it claims, give a full scope to the reali~tion of the good of 
each individual self. 

Altruism ltolds that it is the moral duty of an individual to 
stek the good of other individuals with no ugard [or his own. 
If he serves his community he ought to do so c~t1rely for the 
sake of other people than himself. Where ~OISm stand:s for 
self-realization altruism stands for self-sao::r•!icc. I! differs 
from universalism in its emphasi.! oil the 'otherness' of the 
individuals whose good is to be sought, and there can be no 

b~g~~~i~; ;~ o~~~u;~bl~~ ~~i':.t\~~~~f ;~~-·~::~~ 8t:! 

~~:~~~~~~~is~f 1:a~~o:'¢'!t~~~c ~~~~~: ~l~~';..t~ 
in his eagerness to serve others, or if he neglects to ac:q\lli'C the skill ~me art which will enable him to I~ ofscrvt~ to 

~~~~~ 1::-h;m;Y ~~da\~i::!J:'~~ t'Ju'!: ~~e ~~~~s;.f,~.:'a: 
~~~~~sts8d~~fs ~f~t~~o r:~~Jrcf;r:;f~, :~o~~:?~~~; 
~~c;~~~c i~~~~~ •;~!* ~~-0:!~~· ,~:~ t~~:}~~:l:~~ir1~~n= 
~nstead of themselves being the se~nts fthc sclf.cvident 

:~~~~~ ~-co~ocic~=\~ ~~01~~~~~~0° r-:i~~c1~!s 1:~: 
~~c!~rs:~~aJ: :!,o!~ FoJ!1~~ ~! ;~~~~:::g~~y :}~ 
~:~i~r s:::.~~~; ~r;!~dc~~~~~~h~f~~-s.~~rHicc for its own 

1 Spcucco·: On/a ofEr!Jio, Ch. 11 • !II<XH-
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sakcisalwaysirr.uional andimmorol','and that conscience 
only findssclf·sacrifice reasonabl~ when the good which"" 
giveup!orourselvcsiseitherlessth.anorcqualtoor,atthc 
..,...t,sHghtlygrcaterthan thcgoodwhich\\"Cachie~for 
our neighbour. JfRashdall wished to adhcre.strictly to" 
ealeulusofconsequenccshc ccrtainlymadcan•llogica\ con. 
cessiontothceommon·senseintuitionsnfmankindwhenhe 
includcdthccascswhcrcthegoodlostbyourselvcsis'slightly 
grcatcrthan'thcgoodobtaim:dthcrdrombyourneighbour. 
SimilarlyProfnsorStaeemaintains that 'the proper degree 
nfunselfishncssinmydcalinw;withyouisthatdcgrccwhich 

sacrifice demands and what some other prmc!plc, such as 
'Rashd•JJ: Thto')'•{CooJ,.nd Evil, Bk.ll, Ch.3,§H. (Vol. II, 

J>-70). 
'Stace: ConuptofMorllls,pp. 171,171:. 
0johnxii.t-{l. 
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<.luty toonc'spa.rcnts,demands. Fora young man, the way 
ofsclf-sacrifieemayappcartobcthcaoccptanceofnpost 
with little salary, but the duty of making a home for his 4 
parents may point to his accepting a post with a lilrgc sal;uy 
attached to it. Thcself-saerifieingeourseofaetionncednot 
n\ways he ohc right one. It is obviow that most men will 
SC'I"\"Cthcirfcllow-menbcstinanoc:eupa.tionthattheythcm-
"c\Vd enjoy; the doctor with a gifo for medical research is 
Jikclytodomorcforothcrsinthcworkofan:searchlaboratory 
whiehhecnjoysam\which"ppcantoleadtohiso<vnpcr­
fc<::lioninoncll!spcct,thaninthcprivationsanddangcrsof 
attcndiu~ topnticnts inasluminfcst~-dwithq-phusorplaguc. 
Yet fot' ~orne men, "'"" in such circumstance,;, the self· 
saerificingcourscofaction,"hiehappcnrssofoolishto.-.:ason-
able people, will be the right one, as when Kagawa lives in 

~:~~i~·~:!~j~~n:r~ ~~i~~~~-~Z:f~~~;:~~~ ~!~':;!~1.: 
ofsclf-sacoificcthereis,asamattcroffaet,sonoeself-realiza­
tion,howevcrlittlcthengentmaydcsircit;snchmcnatany 
rate do something towards the perfecting of their own 
characters. 

Spcneerandothcrmoralistsha\'chddthatthcn::mustbe 
a compromise between theidealsofahruismandthoseor 
egoism. Bradleymaintainedtltatitisimposslbletoreo;oncile 
theelai~fsclf.f(Caliza.tionandthoseofself-sa.crifice,and 
consid~ atwchavchcrconeofthoseeontradictionswhieh 
demonstfltctousthetruththatmoralitybelongstothcworld 
of appearance and not to that of absolute reality.' It may 
be suggested that Bradley in his conception of'~y station 
an<iltsdutics'himsclfgavcatleastapracticalsoluuontothe 

~r~x::~:~?:~:~~~~~~~~~~~:::E~~~~i~~!:~r~ 
cpidcmicshouldeonsidcrithisdutytodow:ithoutthemo:dicine 
which science provides for his work, or even without the foorl 
andprcvcntlvemcdicincswhiehwiJikcephimsc:lffitforthe 
struggle. Whatisdcmandcdisthcsa.crificcrequircdb,Ythe 

'1'. H. Dr~dl<·y::IPfi<at""rrmu/RtQ/i!J·(SccondEdition),pp.415-
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man'> station, the particular circumstances in which h~ finds 
billllc:lf. Judaswasprobablyrightthatinnor~let~u.m-

:di: =~h~~u~!~cr ~~~~';y~'~;; ':1: ~~~~e,~e~i:'~~~~~ 
~~~~~~ a~to;~h~h:;~~~i~;"d:~·~~es~,~;;i:o} 
5Clf-sacri6cewastherightthingtodo. ltmaybethatthe 
self-sa.cri6cc demanded by one's station is always the ~~ 
means for one's self-realization; for a man's partie~lar stanon 
detenoints whichofhiscapacitianced to berea.hzed. The 
truth of this is oomething that can hardly be confirmed by 

~~=~;~;k!t'~h:~h:r ~~~~:~~~ ~:i~~~~!r~v0c ~otr:.~ 
Archbishop Trench 

'Thou eam'st not to t\W place by accident, 
ltistheveryplaeeGodmcantforthcc', 

thcnwemaybelievethatthisplaeeorstationisthconewherc 
thesamceonductwi\lful6lourmoral obligation toenga~;c 
inthcmostthorough-goingS<!lf-sa.cri6ceandalongwithlhts 
will lead to our own true perfection. If we ask, however, 
as we have every right to ask, whether our moral aim ~ught 
~bethcgoodofothcrsorourown,theat~JWCrofeOIJ!;ClC!lee 
Ill that we ought to aim at the good of others. Altru!S~ 
statesthevicwthatthercissomethingintrinsicalJx.goodm 

::~!c=~~\~~mi~J~e;~~~ there may bc~1 otir things 

§+ Thrvries<ifl'unisAmml 
There i• another way in which the state commonly affects 

the moral lives of its individual members and that is the way 
ofpunlshmcnt. ltisevidcntthatthela...,;ofastatcsometimCS 
deal wi~b moral matters directly, although at other times they 
deal Wtth matters which bttome only indi~ctly moral, 
through thtil" bcing dealt with by laws which arc bound to 
affect out 1ocial relations. Puni.lmtent is sometime! given 
for an. oR'enc_e that is morally wrong, such as theft, but it i~ 
sornctnnes g~v~n for aetiotls which may be non-moral or 
even monlly nght, as wh~n a conscientious individual rd'USCS 
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1';grsr;ti~-~-cs ~~-~~~~;:: ~::!~:~:.r~~~'i~d!rltlv=: 
:?!t~ t~a~:eac0~o:ia~ocJ~; f~~-bei~:So'!J~~~~ 
monnta.mcd ln our reference to political sanctions that the 
sanction of pu.tllshment may be US(d by statesmen to entourage 
conduct that 13 bad and to prevenl conduct that is good. In 

~:noookf ~':,'1!~~~~,w~~~ei~,~:ll~~i'd:n~~~~~d~.~ctjci~::: 
•lances, if any, the infliction of punishm~nt i.l mom.Hy right. 
Th~ theories of punishment, which are mentioned in most 
ct/ucal treatments of the subject, are often giv~n in 1he fonn 
of psyebological theories which explain the origin of punish-

~~~'pri!~:;. !~:c~r::~~~;~~- question, but not one which 

The lhrce <:ommon lhcoriQ of punishment a"' known as 
(a) the delen-ent theory, (b) the reformative theory, and (c) 
!he retributive 1hcory. 

(a) Tk Dturrml "Thtory. According 10 this theory the 
purpose of punishing anyone who has done \\TOng is to deter 
others from doing the same wrong. It is the view ofpuni!h­
mcnt that is held when the judge makes an 'example'. of 
some offender. Moralists often object to this view ofpurush· 
ment because, a:eord.ing to it, the offender is_ being treat~ 
merely as a means· to the good of othen. Thts, however, JS 

~:: ~~~~~~1isf~rk~~~~~~!~ea~~~e;~ut ::":i';~~~ 
the offen<tft himself than on others, and so be u not bc•ng 

~~d as ~~;e;ie:~t ',~!!:~g~~~. o;~:~ 0~~e P~~~~( 
pun1iment is to dctcr Jlrople from wrong-doing, it ~oes no! 

:aJ~~~~~t~e:v~hb::O~~~:i~~=~"::,~e~} 
~~'::~ i~~u=~~ v~:u:e~~;~~~n:h;e~~r:: de~;: 
:'n~:~:~1~~ ::n ~~e~~~~~:eu:':;~f1~h~~~ 
inr:::X~~~t:aa:~:, ~:.~~~b \:~:~ ~J':~~~:~. ~)I ~~th:: 
ronsiderations, anti chi~ is a case in ..-hich, clearly, a mora ts:sue 
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is involved. his always \\Tong to inDict on an offcn<lcr 
greatcrsufferingthanhcdescrves,andnodctem:ntarg_umcnt 
can justify this being done. The exact $CilSC Ill which an 
offendcrdcservo:spunisluncntwillru:cdtobe~idercdin 
connexion with theretributivc theory, but there IS no doubt 
that most people, including those being punished by legal 
scntcnccs,havcavcrydearincuitionthatpunishmentbcyond 

:h~t~~n t~n;~~0l~.::l~~~c':!~~i~~~i;:~ ;~ r~~~~~fi~d :~ ~aa~i: 
the degTee of punishment for deterrent o:on~iderations. If 
the offence is not likely to be repeated there may be 
good grounds for letting the offcnder off easily, while, if 
1hc offence is becoming more common, it may be desirable 
to puni~h the offender as severely as he deserves to be 
punished. 

{b) TMRiformalillt Tlrtory. Aeeordingto this theory, the 
:timofpunishmentistorcformtheeharacteroftheoJTcnder 
himself. This view is popular at the present day, but is 
often misundenlood, Many people who say that punishment 
should havcin.view the reformation of the offender, mean 
that the offender should not be punished at all but that he 
shoul(l receive an education which will enable him to live 
beuer. There can be no doubt of the dcsirabillty of giving 
offenders such education, but education is not punishment, 
«ceptinsofarasitisapainfulproccss,andmodcmeducaton 
areinelinedtodenythattheproccssneedsto~.painful. 
It is certainly not the case that to inflict pain , o' man is 
nonnally the best way to rdorm him, and yet tha 1s what a 
reformative theory of punishment would strictly imply. 
There are other ways of reforming the offender-education, 
kind treatment and even forgiveness. To know whether a 
ma": is li~ly to bendit most from suffcring pain or from being 
forg,ven,sexcc:cdinglydiflicult,asconseientiousteaehen 
have known from experience for a very long time; and there 
can be no ~ner.al rule on the ll\Btter. It is reasonable 
to believe, however, that the suffering of pain may often have 
agoodeffeetonthcoffcnder. Indealingwith'llanctionswe 
saw how physical pain serves as a warning aDd a sti.Jnu1Ull 
to changing one's habits, and the pain inflicted by legal 
sentence may in many cases have the same effe<::t. Capital 
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punishmentc~nnotbcjustilicdontlli$t..IIColJ·withoutamucl1 
morecxtensivclcnowlcdgcofwhathappcnsafleJ·dcaththan 
e~·cn the ~~t dogmatic expounders of immortality claim to 
giVe, but It IS doubtful whether th<: tnliglucned conscience 

~~= ;C:.'i~;f ~:!i;~a~!tud:~~~:~~1i-or~ ~f ~u~~~~~~;'beT:~ 
real .suffenng of those punished lly imprisonment and 
CSJI«lally by ~olitary conlinement is a pain which is not 
ea~ed ?Y violence to the body, and probably th<:pain of 
soc1~l disapproval is for most people th<: severest form of 

rnul;::h~~~!~it}:r~~ ~~~o~;t~~~ ~~:~d~~ ::bth~u~~r:n:r ll: 
1\Tong-doing, and this will bccoruidercdlater . 
. (c) Tllf &trihutice Thtory. This theory of punislllllent in 
Us simplest form l1olds that the aim of punishment is to mak<: 
theoffcndersufferwhat!Jisvietimhassuffered,andsothis 
theory appears to justify the lawof'ancycforanc}'Canda 
toothforatooth'.' Jfthcbusincssofatheoryofpunislllllent 
were to explain how the custom of inflicting punishment 
began and developed, tiler<: would be good grounds for 
accepting the retributive theory in ~orne form or other. It 

!~~i~~t~:~~:ft~~c~l%, ~~ ~~~:~~~~· i~;:~~~v::.hr~~j~ •. am;;:~ 
dangerinprimitivcsocictyis that thcinJurymtiJctcd by.thc 
man wl1o is seeking revenge may be out of all proporuon 

i~ ::a\~,:::;~~~~~~~.::~~~~~~ ~~c~~dc a!~~ c:O~of~J:~ 
bf:s0c~11~;~~~c~f~~~~~i:~~~ :Jt ~~o~:~dr:: d~~~~~~:r'h;~( 
the amount of penally thccriminnlshouldsuffcr, but t!tlsJS 
decided byth~ old menofthc tribeorl>yitschicf,fomung." 
primitive court of lilw. \l'c may I'C{.'lm:l the 'eye fo~ .an ~)e 

~~~~:~~~~~~~~ :u~~:~:e~~. 1i~~~}:,~d ~~/'~~~~.~~g:rir!J!:;~r':: 
times. We have in the book of Genesis an cxa.mp ch 0 ca~ 

;o~e:f:y;~~~=~:~~~(tf~~;s,~~:~~/~i~~:¥. ~~vc:~~ 
sevenfold, truly Lamcch SC\'Cntv :md se,'Cn ° · 

'Lcviticusxxi1·. 20. 

'Gen. iv. ~ 



,,, 
undoubtedly in such retribution that punislunent had its 

;]~ !~~s~r~~i~ ;;;;r:~2;1~~~~:~ 
o;o:rtain rules or laws as we ea\1 them; otherwiSe 11 wtll break 
down. A!; we have regarded society as the normal back­
ground of the moral life, it is morally undesirable that such 
abreakdownshouldtakeplaee,andmanrcvcntothc'nasty, 
bruWhandshort'uruocialcxistencewhichHobbesdcpicted. 
Iftbelawsofsocietycan be disobeyed without thcoffc?d~r 
suffering any penalty, the law is no longer a law. It 15 111 

this way thatpolitieallawsfallintodi.suse whenthcyarc_uo 
longer nCe&d for the maintenanee of society. Laws bkc 
thosedcalingwithSabbathobservancehavenotbeenremuvcd 
fromthestatutcbookofao;ountrywhichhadthem;butfor:o. 
longtimenopcnaltywasimposed on those who disobeyed 
them,andthelawsfellintodisuse. Ifla\\ooarea nc.:cssary 
conditionofourlifcinorganizcdsocicties,andthcyappcar 
tobero,thcnthcrcmustbesomcpcnaltyfordisoheyingthcm. 
There may i.>c cases where a particular taw is so well cstab· 
lishedthatitispossiblctoremitthcpenaltytobeimposcdon 
anoft'enderifothttconsidcrationsmakcthismorallydesirabk, 
andthisisoncofthcsituationswhereethicalconsidcratill115 

~re rde~nt, for a remi>sion of penalty may seem right in itself 

::g~y~:Ju~~~~~ua~:r~ri~i~cl~::c~~u~raS:d'rO,;:;~t;~~: 
pr~u)nofthisvtcwofpunishmcntinthcstatcmentthatthc 
maJesty of the law must be vindic<1ted and this has been 
oonntt~~d with the vengeance demanded iw an ittiurcd victiLII· 
Thcrcn no ground for this, except the obvious one that t~c 
~aw-cou_r~ d~ now through its office~ what the avenge•· d•d 
Ln prLmttt,·c Urnes. Tbc Jaw must be ~·indieated, not bec~USC 
~nyone demands vengeance, but because without sancuons 
nwouldccaoo tobcalaw 

~~~~a.~0~cr:~fl;,0ha~~~~~:~es~~C:~ti~:~~:~~~i~:O:~ 
t:crcJinodoubtthatthemoralopinionofmankindalll\OS} 

~~k~:!~gc~~~~~~r~;i~!d~~~~;~~C:~~~i~C:d ~~~~~:~~i~Y 
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,,.iJ! uormal!ypcrmitindividua!sto~..ake tltelawintothcir 
own l~nds in the matter of vengeance. Moralists ha~-c a 

h~~r~:c:.t i;n~~~o~~~:;:,c~;3e~ ~er0 a~h~tk~~;:;~:; 
!~~~~~te~tJ:~fi~.j~~~~dob:~~! ~:f:~~~: ~0,::~0;~ 
hasonthcotrendcrorthedcterrcnteffectsitha.sonotlu:rs· 
••·chavcnoassurancethatthcsufferinginllictedisnotgreatc; 
th:m t_hc suffering fi-om whic/1 the offcndn and others ~re 
saved m future, and thecducativeclfectsofpunishmentare 
somewhat uncertain. Thcrei.samoregcncral telC<Ilogic.al 
<:trgurnent for the justification of punishment; 1-.re saw in the 
last pa~graph that it appears to be a nec5ary meam for 
!hernamtcnanceofsocialorganio:a.tion,whichiscertainlyan 
~nstrurnental good, and perhaps in some 5mall measure an 
lntrinsicgood. Inanycasc,wcmwtnotconsidcrthemc:rc 
effect of one law being broken, but ofthewholcnructure 
ofthclawbeingthreatcnedanditi.sintheprcvcntionofsuch 
a catastrophe that there i.s a very Jimitedjusti!ic.ation fora 
deterrent view of punishment. A consideration that ~as 
alr('ildy ~n mentioned, namely the univcn01l condemnation 
of a pumshm.ent that is eltcesl5ive in view of the offence com· 
mitted, suggests that there i.s a plll"Cly deontological view of 
the rightness and wrongness of pwUshment. Many people 
would say that a natural 'sense ofjwtice' demands that 
puni.sh~t should be limited to a fitting amount for the wroDg 
done, l)o!"··~me would go further and say th~t the Silme XDSC 

~=~~~~=·~;:;~~h~h=i~:Vi::!~i':fes~~~~g~f~~~~h;c~e~ 
IISclfintrimicallybad tothecvilofwrong-do,ngwdll~n 

h~~~~~~l t:m~u::i;{f:i:~~ ~~;;ni~~r;;·ccr~~; i:i;~~~~;7 
=~~::,~~ ::e~~; :;;r~~~~:~~i.s ~~~u:J:~Jfs ::;thiii 
entirely different from the desire for pe~onal ve!'i::~iting 

~~ ~~c1ti:n~u,te ~:~C:1fou~':::~J:! ~~~~ ~'::Jf h~ 
~k~~;<J: g~~c:t,~ :;~'::,:iu~.!~~i~~1~:~!:::~ 
Inmoreserio case$itisobVJouslynn CSIT<I 
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of justice should l>c 1Ji:l.5cd IJy the cquall~· namral, hnt nHnnllr 
undc:sira!Jle, tendency toscckvengcane<::,and punishment is 
mcm:likelytobejust, ifitisinthehandsofanimpartial 
tribunal. Butlerindicatcdthiswhenhehe!dthatconscience 
judgesthatpainisappropriatelowrong-doing'-astatement 
tlunishardertoacccptthanitscompanionwhich.stalc:sthat 
happincssisappropriatetorightdoing. Whatneedstobc 

::::!.~~~ il~e;~l~s o~hc"~/:~~ ~~:~~:~~~i;:.:~n~fi~;~~v~d 
in a p.:~rtieulm· case. The man who demands the punislum:nt 
ofanofl'endcr,whcnitisdcarlyf<'lrthcgoodofthcoJTcnd~r 
bimselfandofhi.5fcllow-mcngcnerallythatheshouldnot 
be punished, is paying tooexdusiveauention to the natural 
6uingnes< of'making the punishment 6tthe crime' and is 
forgettingthatlhc:rcareothermor.r.lcoruidcrations,oncofthe 
mosl important of which is the refonnation of the offender. 

r~~i~~nbe~e~:d ~~:::h n;:rr~,~~:~· i~;;e:7~;::;;.~~gJt~:~:h~ 
menu on wrong-doer.~, provided that other coruidcl'ations 
donotmakeantuhercour.~cofactionmorallylx:ner. 

Dr. A. C. Ewing has suggested an educative thenry .. r 
punishmcnt'whichsupplcmcmsbutdoesnotcontradictthc 
aboveargument. Hepoinlsoutthatpcop!ctendtodivid,­
wrongacts into two classes: cuussbl• acts and aets that are 
l'n;J wrong inrlm/. A man who belie''"" that gambling i~ 

=~yt:;u~g a ~~~~~~~~~~tat•be:r:!~' :~; :;.i~~~li~~~~~~:~; 
my wrong indttd. The C'l<istence of a law imposing a penalty 
onaeertainkindoC\\70ng-doingmayhelppeoplctosc:cthat 
what they fonnerly regarded a< an Cl<Ctts<~bl~ act;, in reality 
vny wrong ind~ed. Thi< mny help th"m n<>t to do it again, 
notbccausctheyareafr::tidofthcpunishmcnt, hut because 
theyrcali1.cby means of the law and the punishment how 

~ o~n~~~~~ i?~;p~;~!~~~~~~ ~~~~~i~s :':~;;~cj~~~: 
in the punisbm~nt, or in our words, that the punishment is 
in some measure 6ning to tlu• crime. Punishment ean be 

1 Dutler:Dimr/~liwull(Selby-Digge:British Mor<llim,§cexlvi], 
• A. C. Ewing: A S1111fy "'' PuniJim•ml, p. 23fr(3lon hi< MomliiJ '1 

Punishrnmt), 
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rcg:>rdcd 'as a kind of language int~nckd to cxpr.,.. mo.~l 
disapproval'. If people alwa)'s "ere law-abiding, probably 
the expressionofdisapprovalinwordswouldbccnough to 
keep them ft'Omso::riouslaw-brcaking;inourunhappycon­
ditionamorecffcctivclanguageisnecessary,anditisonc 
functionofpunishmc_nttobesuchalanguagc. 



Chaptu XV 

RIGHTS AND DUTIES 

§t. Tilt ){dl~re ofRiglll< 

According to the O>:ford DiflionarJ·, n right (in the seruc 
thatwear-cu.singtheword'right'inthischapter)isa'justifi· 
ableclaimonlcgalormoralgroundstoha\"COrobt.ainsomc· 
thing, or to act in a certain way'. A right may he a kga.l 
right,thatisarighttbatcanbccnforccdthroughncourt 
ofb.w, such >lS a 'right of way' through the grounds of a 
landcdproprictor,andthclcgalaspc"sofsucharightarc 
ofcoursc:mattcnforjurisprudcncc,thcscicnccoflaw. On 
the other hand, a right may be cnlir<:ly a moral right and 
oucwhicbacourtof]awwillnotcnforcc,suchastheright 
ofaparcnttoobcdicncconthcpartofhischildrcn,orthc 
right of an old man to respect. A right may be a right to 
control$0mcmatcrialobjcctsuchasapicccofproperty,ora 
righttomakcwcofthcscrviccofothcnasinacontractof 
employment, or a right to do something, as to make tt.SC of a 
right-of-way. For cthia the question is: 'What arc the moral 

fm;~fi!:?~n ~~.,~~:n~~i:::1~:'!droi;:~~1c:j~~~~ ~~~;fi':' ~; 
the fact thatthcabllityofanindividualtoasser,,Jt"isforthc 
common good. Rights imply society; the man who lived 
likeRobiusonCrusoconadesc:t·tislandwouldhavcnorights 
onthatisland;hemightstillhavctherighttQCXpccthis 
fcllow-dtizcnsinhisoriginalhomdandtoscndascarch-party 
tolookforhim,butthatrightdcpcndscntirclyontbcsodnl 
lifcwhichhchadsharcdwiththcmprcvioustohiscomingto 
thcisland. Hispowcrtousethcthingsthatarcavailablcin 
thcislandwouldbcamatu:rofmightandnotright,andtheic 
notionsareenti.-.:lydiffcrcminspitcofthccun-encyofthc 
falsehood,'Mightisright.' 

ICthcgcncralgoodi•thcllasisofrighl5, it follows that the 
way in which a right should he a~et ted is the way tht is 
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mo•t likdy to increase to the ma:<timum the common good. 
This may determine why some rights should be enforceable 
by law, while others are not. It is for the good of the com­
munity that cntain rights, like the right to property, should be 
M> enfot..:cabk, and other'S, like the right to repect, should 
not be so enforceable. Ir, fOr enmple, a teachCT attempts to 
secure the respect of his pupils by force, e\'m although he 
gains the ounc·ard signs of respect on the part of his pupils, 
the result will not be for the ~no:ral good of the school as a 
whole. The fact that a person has a right does not mean that 
the person who has it ought to assert it in every case. Some· 
times it is his duty to do so. If, for example, a 'right-of-way', 
which is of gr~at advantage to a community, is being denied 
to it by a gTCcdy landlord, it may be the dnty of a public­
•J>irited citizen to make a deliberate we of the footpath in 
question, so that the wuker brethren of his community may 
not be deprived of it. Often, however, it is not advantageow 
to the general good that an indi\'idnal should assert his ris:ht. 
The asserti<on of a claim to some small piece of property may 
be so likely to c;ause biller ill-will throughout a community 
that the holder of the right is jwtified in deciding that it is 
for the gen~'Tal good that he ought not to demand his un· 
doubted right. Similarly, a member of a family may w.~ivc 
some privilege acwrdcd to him in his fMher's will in order 
to preserve an equality in friendship with his brothers and 

}~":"t~~ ~~~~~:d,"~ltt~:~~~na~~i~~.,t~~~i~hen~~~ 
in question as a ti~ht is always for the gcno:ral good. The 
capacity ofkno .. ·ing when to assert a right and when to waive 
it is one of the finest and rat·cst qualities in the good man. 
It is easy to pass to an extreme of sdf-as.o;ertivcn~ which 
<lemands the uttermost farthing in every e~sc, or to an extreme 
of lazy indecision which refuses to assert ~ claim although it 
is an obvious public duq• to do so. Men of the highest 
eh;mtcter know whether to demand their right in a p.al'tienlar 
cnse, or not, by a kind of intuition. To do it by calculation 
would require an evuluntion of all the intrinsic goods (both 
good actions and good con'!cquenccs) to bl: achie\<ed by malo:.ing 
the claim, and comparing the result with the total good 
realized by waiving the claim. 
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§~. 1 lie R•ghts ~1 Mau 

It has bun the common practice of rebels against the 
ubting social ord~r, and of reformers generally, to state that 
there are certain fundamental righu of man which every 
human being has by namrc. Such a statement formed pan 
of the Ot"iginal Amcrlcnn 'Declaration of Independence', 
andasimilarstatemcntwrumadcforthc"orldnsawholc 
in the 'five freedoms' which WCTe made ~n intcrm:uional goal 
by President ROOS<:vch and Mr. Churchill: Mai:kcnzie made 
thefollowinglistofsuchhumanrigh!S: (a) therighttolifc; 
(b)therighttofrccdom; (e)therighttoholdproperty;(d) 
thcrightofcOntract;aml (c) the right to education.' To 
callthcserighl:lnatw-aldocsnotmc.~nthatprimitivcman 
cnjO}'cd them in a way that civiliud man does not enjoy 
them. Whilewcn«dnotac«ptH<Ibbcs'spicturcofnaturnl 
manasbcinginapcrpctualstatcofconflict,theliulcthatwe 
know of primitive societies >uggcsts that there was in them 
more killing and oppression, and less chance of holding 
propcrtyorobutiningcducationorgellingonc'scontracts 
fu1611cd,than there is even in ourpn:scm war-mind.-.! age. 
Thcscrightsarcn.atura\onlyinthescno;cthatitiswhcnmcn 
tnjoysuchrightsthatthcyhavcthcopportunityofuaching 
thcirtrucnatureinthcscnscofrcalizingthcireapacitics 
or of attaining their pcrf~-ction. Even inn civilized com· 

~~i~~~:~~dn;":~:Un~~~~:.ntl~f ~~~i::~~ji~-,lb{f"~:..~ 
the community still demand~ that many individuals should 
sacrilice thcirlivcs,andthat mostpeoplc~houldgiveup the 

fof.:~~~:f;~fi;J~~d~~~~t ,~il·~~e~~ ~:~n~l~ ~::.!~" ;!~~: 
attditisnowgcnerallytcalilcdthatsomcmeliSureofcontrol 
onr industry i~ needed in an industrial society. A com­
munistic'}'Stcmsoahe~ thcrightofthcindividual to hold 
property that it bccom~-ssomethiugahogcthcrdilfercntfrom 
that right in a capitalistic ~cty; and then: may be morn\ 
groundsforholdingthataman'spropcrtyshouldbclimited 
tothatwhichhecanpcrsonallyiiSCforthccommongood. 
The laY.-sofmoststatcsdo not uphold the right ofeonu·nct 

'~lackcnzio: MBnU/1/f'jE!hits, Bk. Ill, Ch. ~. !''· 
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"hen that coniU<::t is obviously for the harm ofth<' com­
munityasawholc;alaw-courtcouldnothavcuphcldthe 
eontra<;t by whi<::h Hardy's Mayor of Casto:rbridge sold his 
wife. Therighttoeducationofsomekindorother,although 
itisstilldeniedtoalargepartofma.nkind,isprobablyfrolll 
the point of view of ethics the right that ean be demanded 
most widely and with the fewest limitations, hut even hen: 
thcrcisonlyarighttncducationinsofarasitlcad'!Oihe 
general good. 

Thespiritofthisargument m~ysccmto be opposed to that 
of the last chapter where the concrete goods enjoyed by in­
dividuals were prefcrn:d to an abstr.tct <;Ommon good. It 
is to be noted, however, thMwear<:nothcrediscussingall 
formsofgood,butonlythegoodtobeattainedbythcassertion 
orasscrtibilityofrights,andthcschavcalwaysasocial 
rdcr<:ncc. But,cvcninthiscasc,lhecommongoodconsist.o 
chicRyofgood things enjoyed by individual mcmbc~ofthe 
community, and 1hcsc, ns malin of fact, will include the 
'rights of man' tolife,fr<:cdom, prope-rty, cducationandfr<:c 
<::ontra<::t,insofarasthe<::OnditionsofsocialHfcinparticular 
circumstances penni!, The reformer's slogan of the 'rights 
of man' reminds us of the fact that the enjoyment of these 
thingsbythcindividualisgood. Sr>meofthcm,likcthcright 
to control property, arc instrumental goods; othc~ like the 
enjoyment of freedom, arc prohably intrinsic goods. The 

;!~:d;'" ~~~~ m=:.~~:~~ ftr ~:~'!r;;~ r::b.~~ 
The right "of them will, however, be ah•·a}~ limited by the 
conditionthattherightofeaehindividualshouldbcin­
strumen~al to the <::<>mmon good of all in the "~dest sense 
given to that phr~sc. 

§3. Righls Qlld Dulir; 

The word 'duty', like the word 'right', hns more than one 
use botJ:!. in common sp«eh and in cthic;s. One or the waY" 

!ha~~i~ o:~ :U7;~:'do ft~~te ~c~':' :~~b";:5isb:u~f.:;~ 
to do ditfer!l fmm a right action in two ways. (a) It implies 
that only one :lC~ion is right for \13 at the particular moment 
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in question, because if it wcrecqua\lyrighlt!ldo two alter· 
nativcactions,wcwouldnotbc:able!Osayofeitherofthcm 
thatitisou:rdutytodoit. (b)ltem.pbasi~tbattheaetion 
is not meuly fitting but that it is obligatory. Or. Moore 
expandsthisseconddiff~nccbypointingoutthatduties{in 
the common use of the word) have the following additional 
characteristics: (a) Dutie-s arc right actions which many 
people aTe tempted to avoid doing; (b) The most prominent 
goodefl'cetsofduticsarconpcopleothert~an thcdoerofthc 
action,henecourtempl>lliontoavoiddoingthcm; (r) They 
:::~c';j~";.~n:0~~ moral :~pproval in a woy that mnd)' 

The word 'duty', however, is used in a n>orc spccialiutl 
way as the eorreJativc to the word 'right' as it was u•ed in 
ourlastsection. Ifarightisajustifiablcclaiminacom· 
munity,adutyisthcobligationtofulfilthatclaim. Aduty 
maythusbedefinedasthcobligationofan individual to 
aaWfy a claim made upon him by the community, or some 
other individual member or membctS of that community, in 
the name of the common good. The child has a right to 
education, so it i• the duty of his parenu or of the state 
generally toprovidchimwiththi!education. An ordinary 
contract like the purchase of a railway ticket shows bow 
righllland duticsarcrclativctoeaehother. T~railway 
companyhasarighttobcpaid;thctravcllerhasthcdutyof 

:tv:~hf.~~~/;1~': '::::~t;:; ~he t:~~:.::,~~~~ 
has the duty of providing that conveyance. This obvious 
ulation between rights and duties in a contract has given 
plausibilitytotheviewthatallmoralitydepcndsona'social 
contract' by which individuals agree to perform certain 
dutiesbcca~bydoingsotheyacquircccrtainright.s. People 
agree, for example, to rcs~ct their neighbours' p1'0pcrtics 
in OT<Icr to secure undisturbed occupation of their own 
propertics. Mol'3li&tswhohave upheld tbc social con!ract 
theoryhavcnotconsideredthatataecrtaindateinhistory 
~ople met and drew up a written statement of rights and 
duti~. To takcananalogyfromj\lrisprndcnec, thesoc:ial 
contract is more likl' the law of a country like EnfCiand, where 

'~{on!'<': f'rin<i{l•·~ Ethi-n, I'· 168. 
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much of the law has never been codifird bm is a mancrof 
~ustom and precedent, than the criminal law of India which 
IS ~plicitly laid down in the Indian Penal Code. Then: iJ a 
good deal tobcsaidfordlistheoryasane:xplanationofsome 
of the rights and duties,whichhaveaclearreferencetothc 

~~.,:~~:~~~~arti;~. i~n:t~~t~cst:~~.,;."~~;·~~~t!;~;~"::a:-~~ 
lawsofthcstatc. ltcertainlydocsnotexplainallourrnoral 
duticswhiehineludethcdutytowaiveourrightsincmain 
circumstances. 

A right may involve a duty in two difl'acnt wap. (a) If 
nneindividualhasaright,sorneotherindividualorin· 
dividualsrnusthavcthedutyofsatisfyingtheclaimwhichis 
...,eof(Tii~cd by that right. The child's right to education 
implies a duty on the part of his parents or of the state to 
provide him with that education. In some cases, the duty 
relatedtoarightisnotsoobvious,becal.ISCitislargelya 
negative duty or a dury of abstaining from something. A 
man'srighttotheuseofhisownpropcrryimpliesaduryonthe 
part of his neighbours to refrain from encroaching on that 
property. (b)lfanindividualhallari~thtitishisdutyto 
uscthatrightforthecommongoodofhiscommunity. Itis, 
forcxample,thedutyofaehildtouschiscducationinsueha 
way that he may become a useful member of soo;iety. Thl! 
isanaspc:ctofrightswhiehisnotcorupicuousinthelav.-.oh 

~~~~·t~~~~"r;~~~ s!;::•:r";~~~~~h~':·in~d~J:; :!h~ 
tofrecdom,andbecausetoomuehpettyinterferencewiththe 
privatelivesofpcoplegenerallyleadstobadrnults,normally 
implythatinordinarycircumstaneestheindividualhasthe 
right to do •vhat he lik<:'$ with his own, although the tund 
ofp...,sent-day legislation inmost countries is in the other 
di...,ction. But in cxtTcme cases the law-courl.< have main· 
tained that thcindividual'sfrcedomislimited. The will of 
amanwhohaslefthisfortuneforsuehananti~alputpOIIC 
as the feeding of rats will not be upheld in court. From the 
point of view of mornlity, however, th<:re is general agree­
ment that the fact that a man has a right. which ultimately 
isarighttouschl!fcllow-citizensasmcanstohisownwelrarc, 
<.loesimply that he has a duly tousethatrightinawaythat 
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~ ~~~~ J:.,~~~n~n·[~t 1~r :~\~.f~~o~:~i~ihe.,n~.;i{ ~ ~:~~~ '~! 
fellow-men merely as means, and so failing to conform to 
Kant'ssccondformofthccate!,'Dritalimperati\-e, ltisjust 
beeauscofthisdutytousearightfortheeommongoodthnt 
it i• sometimes n man's duty to assc:rt that right, nnd some-

}~~t: i;~ ~isht,~~.:~~~.h~~;~~eo~t;:e ~':~t[~~h,~ill Tnh~h~:Cr:~na1 
circumnanasofeachcasckadtothelargeradditiontothc 
common good. 

§4. The IJ./ermim/JitJ/1 ~ fl~litS 

Inourlastchaptcrasl:ltcmentwasmadeoffivcunivcrsal 
'righlsofman',althoughitwasucnlhatincach<;ascthcre 
arc:ccrlain conditions in which the right does not hold. It 
has been the common practice of moralists from time im­
memorial to make similar statements of \lni\"CT>o11 duties. 
Tltebestknowncxamplcofsuchalististhat knownn,thc 
'Ten Commandmcms' eomained in the law of Moses. The 
la.stsixofthnccommandmcmsdcal with duties which arc 
distinctivclymoral,whilcthcfirstfourdcalwithdutio:swhich 
arc: primarily religious. Rulo:s of this kind arc the rules 
whicltchcgeneralintuitionistsa)"Sthatmenknowdirectlyby 
intuition. Mackenzie dealt wi1hd"' uni•..,=ldmies under 
thcheadings'rcspectforlifc','rcspcctforfrt:cdo'J'O:,'resp<:ct 

~~~~~a~;r;~~~h·~"~:o~~~;;~~t};~ r;~;~~f~;~~~J 
'respect' with which Mackenzie began each statement itself 
indica\~'$ a urtain vagueness in the definition of the duty; 
itsccmsnotlotellamanwhathcoughttodoincachcasc, 
but only that he should consider howtodohisduty when a 
qucstionalfcctinglifc,frtt<lomoroncofthcothers,ariscs. 
It is cvid~nt 1hat there is likely to be a conflict among the 
various types of duty. Rcspeo:tforsocialordcrandrC$pcct 
for progress will certainly clash with one another, and to 
discover which eoune of action will preserve wha1 is best 
inthceslablishcdordcr,andatlhcsamctimcwilllcad to 
somcthingcvcnbellerinthefuturc,isamattcrofthcgrcat<"st 

1 .\lndcn•ie:.Uanual6/111kits,nk.lll,Ch.3,f§ii-viii 
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difficulty. The mu~< that <:an 1J<:: said fo~ •he 'Ten Co~­
mandments', or any other common-~;ensc statement of um­
vcrsal duties, is that they hold in the ,-ast majorit~·of =•. but 
there always will b~ c;asc:s where the duty is not clear, esptcaaUy 
in cases whcrc two different commandments point to t<IUJSCS 

~:~~i;~~~~:f?~[{~~f.i~:o~~E~ff~:~~~;~~~ 
every_station.topcrform that duty. Many people hold that 
veracLty "nd JU.Ohce an: duties of this kind. There are, how-

~;~~li:~·onu:~~":f~~~~t~~~i~n0~c::'~~~~~an~en~~':~ 
~n~1=~~h~~~i~b~s'rto~0'~~;:~a~~(~;t~~:a~~~1: 
II ts a ';"an s duty ~ways to refrain from stealing, but wh1.le ti!S 
amansduty tog•~-.: tothepoornooneeans.aythatitishis 

~~:ln'~ ~r~:~u~~ ~",~;:~ ~~~~~ ~~~~:~.!:~~~:~,.~:'...:;~ 
~!n"::':";~~;~i~~f~.,~~;;~:~n~~ ;V:;~Yu::~':~ ~ :~~ ~=~ 
class; the command is not to be always speaking the truth 
but to speak the truth when occ;asion arises; there is no 
command to call a spade a spade or e•·en by an uglier name, 
howcvertrucitmaybc:,unlcssithappenstol>courdutyin 

thQ~;r;h~7~~ ;~oc~~k,:~ta'~e u~~~::":.,:u;r!:-;o:.:! 
fonns of conduct from which every individual should abstain, 
like murder, theft or adultery, and it isno...,Qdentthatof 
the six from among the Ten Commandments whi,h dt~! 
withmoralmattc"'fi"can:pruhibiLion>intltenegativcform 
''11toushaltnot'. There is, howcvcr,hereasc,ondqucsLiolt, 

~~~~1~ha:~~h~cto d:~chcai~ i~a;;,i:b~~l ~ ~~fd:i~~ 
:r:!\:'a~ ~~ ~i~~.;.,:~,:.::i~.uo~:; ~':ev~~~~cfo~ 
d~lt'bc::;.,!o:!::;; f:: t~~.,sa~:~r:~:,;h~~~~~::,~\: 
faithfulness to a loyal partner in marriage, from which it is 
univenally agreed that r•·crybody ought to obst~in. Dut 
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~v~n in the case of these univenal prohibitions there is eon­
siderable diffcn:nceofopin.ion as to what is included in the 
prohibilion. Does murder indudc killing under cxtl'e!nc 

r,::;;~~~~: ~m~~ ii~ ~t~:d·,~;eJ~~~~u~, to~c c~~~~ 
animals? Doc:sthel'tineludethecxploitationoflabour,thc 
evadingoftaxesbydevicespermiuedbythelaw,thegaining 
of unearned increments, for example by an unforeseen rise 
inthcpriceoflandthroughitsbc:ingencroachcdonbyan 
expandingtownorthroughmincnlsbdngdiscovered under 
it? These arc qucstiom that have troubledeonsdentious 
people,andtostateindctinitelangu.ageevcninanegativc 

fo~:reu~;:~!~~~y ~~i: ~:~;:c~l;i:~c~n be •tated "" 
definitclyasanyncgativcduty,ahhoughthcyarcfew. The 
dutyofpayingonc'sdebtsisanoutstandingexample. The 
Ten Commandments enjoin one religious and one moral 
duty in a positive form, the moral duty being t~t of ~peel 
to one's parents. This is, however, a duty whtch will ~ot 
hold under certain cond.itiom. The sooner that a child 
learnsnottohonourparentswhoan:constantlyengagedina 
life of malevolent treachery, the bcuer. It is abo a duty 

:1~;ilt:hl?~Z~i:~~~~~:;::c~~:-=-~pi~~ 
It is true, however, that in normal cases pcopl1'·~_:,ve, other 
things being equal, a duty to respect their paren;;lf~nd there 
areothcrsimilardulicsofgcneralobligation,suct".a:t,thcduty 
ofgratitudcforbenefitsthathavebccnreceived. Soitis 
notthccasethatmonlrulcscangivenopos.itivcguidance; 
thedutiesmentionedinthisparagrapharejustasunivcrsa] 
astheduticsofabstainingfrommurdcrortheft, although 
unfortunately they arc in most cases equally difficult to 
express in terms which will give definite guidance in a JN.r· 
ticulard.ifficultcasc. 

ltishoweverthecascthatmanyoftheduticsofanyman 
depcndsomuchonhisparticularstationoreoaditionthatit 
is imJ>M'iblc to tell him definitely what his duties are ap.~rt 
li-omacommon-senscinjunctionthatheshould respect the 
univ.:rsal rul~, bothpo!itiveand negative, which arc known 
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hoth byournccepted moral codes and the commands of our 
ownconscicne<:s. Abomthedutiesofaman'sstationitcan 
be said that experience shOWJ that the individual who tries 
tocarryoutfaithfullythedutiesrccognizcdbybilllSdfis 
constantly discovering newdutieswbieh an outsidermi!sel 
altogether, and so develops a sensitivity to what is fitting in 
situations connected with his own station. The casuist 
makesaddilxratcattcmpttoapplythegeneralprinciplesof 
<.'thicstoparticularcasesbut,ashasalreadybeensaid,thcrc 
ismuchdoubtastowhctherheis!"<'allyabletodoso. The 
manwholivesconscientiouslyinaparticularsiruationismor<: 
likelytoseewhatishisdutythanistheskillcdcasuist. 

A distinction has been made between duties of perfect 
obligationanddutiesofimpcrl"cctobligation,anditisher<: 
thatthcconfusionbctweenunivenaldutiesandclearlydefincd 
duties has been most evident. (a) Sometimes all that is 
meambyeallingadutyadutyofperfcctobligatit-nisthat 
it can l>c deal"ly e><pr=ed in a definite law like' A man ought 
alwaystopayhisdebts'or'Thousbaltnotcommitadultcry' 
(in the narTowest iniC"I"pr<:tation of that commandment). 
On thcoth~rhandit isdifficulttoexpressdefinitclyinterms 
ofactionthccommandtobcgenerous,sothisiscalledaduty 
ofimperfcctobligation. (b)lnotherplacaadutyofperfcct 
obligation is a duty which holds unconditionally in any 
circumstances whatever, suchastheobligationtobc honest. 

~b~~:r~:,:r;~.,~~ ... ~b!~~:ii~n !~;i~i;:~ %~""~:P;!:"~~: 
dutyofit\yingmoneyincharityonlyholdswhenther<:issomc 
individual present who is in some respect in greater need 
than the charitable penon. (c) A c!OS(:]y n::latcd way of 
makingthisdistinctionistoholdthatwhilcduti .. ofpetfect 
obligation are uniwnally obligatory, duties of impetfect 
obligation only hold forccnain individuals because of their 
particulBJ"station. Thcdutyofbcinghonest isado.nyof 
pcrfectobligationholdingforevcrybody;thedutyofcngaging 
in scientific research is a duty of imperfect obligation in­
cumbent only on people who have certain :~.biliti., :~.nd a 
certain amount of education. It is doubtful whtth~r:~.nyof 
thesethrccdistinctionshasmuchsignificanccforethics;and 
th<'" phras~ 'P<'"rffi"t nbli!f<ltinn' and 'impetfect ob~g~tion· 
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may easily lead one to think that the second dns.s: of 
dut.iesisle:ssobliga.torytbantbelir.sL Theobligat.ionsofa 
ma.n to do the duties of his particular station may in many 
cases be stronger than his obligation to fulfil such duties of 
pcrfectobligationas~uit.ingbenefits;andoftenallthatwe 
meanbyeallinganobligationimpcrfectisthatourknowlcdge 
ofwhatthcobligationis,isimperfcct. 

§5. Dutyond Virtue 
Is it possible to do more than one's duty? An there good 

actionswhicheannot be called obligatory, but which add to 
thc moral goodnCSli of the agent? Common opinion makes 
suchadistinctionandholdsthatama.n'sdutyconslstsof 
obvious obligations like the performance of his daily work, 
thcearc of his family, and common kindness to those around 
him. lf,howevcr,ama.ndoc:ssomcunexpcctcdoroutstand­
ingactofsdf-sacrificcthenthisisdcscribedasmorcthanhis 
dury;itisoftenealled'virtue',aspccialuseofatcrmwhich 
hasbecnuscdinasgrcatavarictyofmeaningsas'duty' 
itself. A man who pays his taxes regularly to the govcrnmcm 
is merely doing his duty; a man who makes a gift ofhia 
property to the government is doing more than his duty, and 
sogivingevidcnccofhis'vinue'. Theologians have made a 
similar distinction and have called those good actions which 
arcmort!thanduty'worksofsupcrerogation'. 

S.:.metimes what is meant by this distinction is;;. ~ocly that 
certain duties are cnforecd by the laws of one's o!~:fitry and 
arc so properly ealled duties. A man may do his whole duty 
sofarasitiscnjoinedbythcsclawsandstillbclaekinginthe 
distinctively moral virtues, like generosity and gratitude. 
Again, the tenn 'duty' may be confined to the dutiu of 
pc:rfectob[igationinanyofthcthrcemeaningsmcntionedin 
ourlastsection,andthedtlticsofimperfectobligationwould 
then be included under 'virtue'. Again, a ma.n may do those 
duticswhichpublicopiniondcr:n.andsthatheshoulddo, and 
these arc labelled his duty, but anything more demanded 
from him by his own consei1:11CC will appear to others as 
virtue. It has already been remarked that a man who lives 
conscientiously in a particular station will find in it duties 
that the OJ'dinary man does not know to exist. The bu9ine$9 
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maninthccityisapttothinkofthcnualsquiroasanidle 
fcllowwholivcsalazylifeinthcc;ountry,butthegoodsquin: 
findsinhisstationdutiesoffostcringgoodagrieultun:andof 
administering local affain whida can be very full ~ODS 
ofthegoodlife. 

Ethical theory, however, can admit of no real distinction 
bctweendutyandvirtue. ltholdsthatevcnthoscwhohave 
risentothcgreatestheightsofmoralexcellencco;anonlysay: 
'Wcareunprofitableservants;wehavedoncthatwhichwas 
ourdutytodo.'' Suchmendifferfromthcord.inaryfolk 
who marv.:=l at their 'virtue' in havingadecJ:"'finsightinto 
whatthcirdutyis,andinoccupyingastationmwhichlarger 
and wider duties are required. There arc certain duties 
which arc duties only fora very limited number of people; 
onlythcmillionairchasthcdutyofdisposingoflargeamounts 
of wealth which arc not needed for his personal usc. One 
factor which makes duty differentfordiffercntpeoplcis the 
different guidance given to each man by his own oonscknce. 
lfoncmanscesitclcarlytobchisdutytopayaccrtaintaJ<, 
while another man in the same circwnstances sc:e.1 it equaUy 
clearly to be hil;dutytorcfusctopaythattax,wemayhold 
that fuller knowledge would bring them both to the same 
view, but in thc prcscnt state of their knowledge it is clear 
that conscicncc points to a different dutyforcaeh of them. 
Sothcmanwhoissaidtobcdoingmorcthanhisdutyisreally 

!~ic'h~~~ .:';.!;~~ig!t :::~vsb~~. t~! 1:=.,~~:: 
ncighbours. 

Thcimportantdistinctionisnotthatbetwcen'duty'and 
'virtue',orbetwecnduticsofperfectandduti=ofimpcrfect 
obligation in two of thc meanings of these phrases, but 
between thcduti"' that arc common to all, and the duties 
thatarcpeculiartoindividualsinvicwoftheirspccialatation. 
ltisamistakctothinlr.thattheformcrarcinsorncspecialscJUJe 
'duties', and more important than the latter; ethical v."l"itcn 
have encouraged this mistake by taking most of their ell• 

amples from among the universal duties. Many good mc11 
may, outwardly at any rate, obey the Ten Commandmc:nu or 
any univcnal ~e; lil:c the ruler of the Gospel, they om say: 

'Luke ~vii. to. 
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'Ailthcschavclkcptfrommy)'Q\Ith\lp.'' Forsuchgood 
men the na\ test of goodness comes when the circumstances 
ofthcirstationpointouttothemsomee:tccptional and out· 
standing d\lty; the young man of o\lr example was called 
upontoscllallthathchadandgive the procoedstothcpoor. 

§6. Duty <UMoriJJ Obligation 
Since section two of this chapter"" have lleen talking of 

d\ltiesasparticularobligations, but we must now go ~ck 
toausc(akintothatmentioncdinthefirstsc:ction)inwhrcb 
dutystandsfo:r mot<~\ obligation general\}·· We may, for 
example, undertake a ccrtainjourney either because we w~nt 
todoit,o:rbecaweitisancccssarymcanstoourf\lllilhng 
somepurposethatwehaveinvicw,orhecauseitisourduty 
todoro. Wcsawinanearlierchapterthatthemotivetoan 

:~~: :'!n :da:t i:~~~:,~v~~~i::n~i~irn! s~~no;~utt~~ 
This is the meaning of the word 'duty' in Wordsworth's 
famous ode, and in Bradley's chapter title 'D1,1ty for D1,1~y's 
Sake'. We may say that Kant held that duty in this mcanrng 
istheonlymotivcwhichgivesmora\valuctoanaction. 

Inthissense,dutyistheobligationtoconformtothemoral 
standard, whatever it may be. If we hold that the standar~ 
isalaw,citheralawofGodoralawofnatl,lre,o\lrdutyLS 
ourobligationtoobeythatlaw. Hweholdthatthisstandard 

}~~~~~~~:f~r :,:e~e;:p~~~~i~~:;t~~~ !~a~~~~'ro 
seo::k these ends. Our study has made it amply ckar that rt 
is not easy either to know or to apply these standards, and 
whenpcopleareenjoinedtodotheirdl,l\y,all that is usuallY 
meant is that they should act according to the immcdia_tc 

~~ui~:se ~o~;~y ";a";~~~~:~-~~~~~~~~~f~~~~~~ ;!~~~":~~~~~s~ 
:c:;~~~Y~ug~o tb'eha~~~~~o=~n:~/~~a:h:~=~i~;;i 
has an even gruver duty of educating his comclcnce in so fa.r 
ashehuthepowertodoi!O. . 

People vary much in the extent to which their conduct ~ 
determined by what they comider to be their duty, thcu· 

1 Lulc xviii. 18-23. 
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sc~e o~ duty in the _common phrase. People who me 50 

gutded m an outstanding way are said w be conscientious or 
said to baveasLrongsenscofdutj'. his debatable whether 
this conscientiousness is necessarily a mark of outstanding 
goodness of character; therearecaseswhereitmayindicate 
rather strong tendencies in the direetionofevil which ha1"C 
to be combated and QV('r«lffiC. Thcrcisatanyr.ucavcry 
di/fcrenttypeofgoodcharaet('rfromtltatofthcconsdentious; 
there arc people "hoseem to do good almost unconscious!}· 
without any feeling of obligation. Worthworth refer< to 
thcm:~s 

'Gladheartswithoutrcproachorblot, 
Whodothywork,andknowitnot.' 

Inmanywaysthisisthenoblertypeofc~racter .. On the 
other hand many hold with Kantthatth~re.ts aspectal moral 
value in doinganaetionsimplybcca_weuts~duty,andnot 
because it appeals to any other mouve. h ts t~u~h •.uch 
acts of willing what is contrary to a man's 0\\'0 mdmauons 
that a strong character is developed. Thesensc:ofdut~does 
haveaplaceinthcmorallife,butitisnotth~onlymonveto 
good actions. The aim of the good man ts to forll_l such 

~~i~;:;~~~ti';: 0drui~n~~~1~~7 ~~c~~=~il:eof~:tc;~n:! 
almost automatically, without a constant refcrcncc.to.tllc 
guidance of his own conscience wltich may e'""" lead lnm tlll<l 

abadh~ofmorbidintrospection. 
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VIRTUF. 

§t. Tl!t Mr~ning of Jlirl~ 
The Greek word <ip€'1"1) which is translated by the English 

word 'virtue' was\ISedforcxecllcnec of any kind, and we 
occasionally find the English word used in a similar way, as 
in the sentence 'The medicine has lost iu virtue'. nut 
gcnerallytheexeellcnecrefcrn::dtoisancxcellcnccbelonging 
toman,sothatthcvirtuesmaybcdescrib<:dasthcformsof 
humanexc:cllenee. lnethics,'virtue'isusedwithtwosome­
what different meanings. (a) A virtue is a quality ofcharact~r 
-adispo.itiontodowhatisrightinaparticulardireetion,or 
to perform one of the more universal duties mentioned in the 
last chapter. (b) A virtue is also a habit ofaetioncorn:s· 
pondingtothequalityofeharactcrordisposition. Wcmay 
refertothchoncstyofaman,.ortotbchoncsi)'Ofhisdealings 
equally as virtues. 

Lairdhasdividedvirtucsinlothreccla.sso:s.' (a) There a~ 
l'irtuo:sofwhatbe calls therighlt011Squaliry. Avirtueofdus 

~~~ ~~'d~~ ti:c t~:~it~i~£~ha!=~~~c~11I?a~~ (~\~t!ckil:d 
of action. Theonlydlstinctionthatcan be made between 
virtuous conduct of this kind and right conduct, is th:~t the 
term'virtuousconduct' emphasizes the habitual performance 
of what is right. (b) There arc virtues, scwndly, of what 
LLird called the rrquisi~ quality. These are necessary to a 
virtuous charactcT, but an: also found in bad charact.erSo 
and indeed may tend to increase the wickedness of the ba~. 
Suchvirtucsincludcprudcnccandperseverancc. ThcvillaUI 
who is pern:vering in his villainy is a worse man than the 
villain who is hesitant, (c) Thcn:an:virtuo:s,thirdly,ofthe 
gmnDusquali!J. These arc ch..ieflyofancmotional kind, and 
'l.aird:ASt"1J-i~MQt~/111wy,p.85. 
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1,}' co-oper:nion and mutu~l a_id'.' At such a ~··iod ~!.1r 
nulimrr virtues seemed far Jess Important than the mdustual 

~~~!~·~~~;~?~~E.7o~I:~i~ :~~~~::en!;;~:~a~2 
extcnttowhichthevirtu .. ar.:afl'cctcdbythcmora.latm~: 
sphere of a people, what Bradley called their 'ethos.· 
hiscasytofallbackintotheerrorofthe•-clativistsandhold 
that what is vinuous is alwars relative to circuaunances. 
Thisisnotthecase. ThcfourcardinalvirtucsoftheGrccks, 
justiec,wisdom,couragcandsclf-eontrol,mayhavcdifl'crent 
applicationsinmoderntimesfromwhatthcyhmdinthcdap 
ofPericles,butthciro:ssentialnaturcrcmainsthesame. The 
virtuouselemcntincouragcisfundamcntallythesameinthc 
courageofthethn:chundreddcfcndingthepassofThermopy· 
lae against insuperable odds, and in the courage of' that vc~)' 
gallant gentleman' Captain Oates walking out 10 ccrtam 
deathinthcAmarcticsnowstoaddoncsmallchancctowards 
the saving of his comrades' lives, although Captain Oates 
was engaged in an enterprise that the Greek heroes would 
hardly have undentood. Different circumstances, or a 
different ethos, made the actions in these two cases very 
different, but the high virtue of courage was the same in 
both. Thisissomuchthecasethatthechicfvalue of the 
ana.lyticalstudyof~tainofthcvirtueswhichwillbcmadc 
in this chapleT is that it confirms the view that 1herc :n-c 
kindsofcondl:lctthatareobjcctivclygoodand th(i;-rcason· 
able explanation oftheirgoodr,cssis tha!thcycontOrm to a 
naturallawofsomcsort. 

§2. Plato's Tr<alntml !Jflht Virlwts 

InPLato'sRtpublicthm:isfoundthcoul!ltandingexposition 
oftheGrcekdoctrineofthcfour cardinal virtues, and there 
canbcnobcucrintroductiontothcscvirtucsthantofollow 
asfarasispossiblePlato'sargument.• 

In a convena1ion betv.'"n Socratel and ,orne of his friend!!. 
the quailion is asked; 'What is justice?' (The Greek word 

; ;~;l,!:!Er:!:~:~i~;~· tii. 
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~~';:~~~zrdu:j~·li~~~ i~a:;~~o~ .. ~!:;th~~a~~~~:~j::S~: 
a~d righteousness generally.) Two common answers are 
glVen to the question, namely (a) that justice consisLS in doing 
good to one's friends and bringing harm to one's enemies, 
and (b) that justice is a name for r.hc interest of the stronger. 
!he former is akin to the modern view that justice consists 
tn the giving to every man of what he deserves, but Socrates 

~u~~sh~~~c:e;0~~~h~~;;":v~~a:~ i;;i:oc~~:ru:~ ~=i~ ~ 
goodnc~ and not evil th~t springs from a just character. 
The lattt'r is akin to the common explanation of mot"ality 
given by sceptics, that those in power make the p~vailing 
rules of morality in order to protect thcio· omt mtercsts. 
Socrates replies by showing that c>~ry artist aims ~~ the 
perfection of his own art, and he includes rulers and md~d 
men of action ofe>-ery type among artists. A doctor as doct~r 
seeks the good hcahh of his patient; it is only in so far_a.s he tS 

~;r:fanr~;-~~k~~~-n~r :~~~i~::: ;~j,1os:i1~ ~:~ ~~! ~ 
of his subjects and not his own good. 

Socrates admits that, while he ha~ shown. that the two 
suggested definitions of justice arc falso-, he lumself ~~as not 

~~~~. ~~: ~~~~~o~;;!' ;~':;"~~~~~c~~~at~,~~ ;f:: f~~; 
~j~~~i~~~·~~cj~:~c~ :~~~!"~~~~~~~~~ ~~C8'~:l~~~= 
~~~~~~~~~ :;c~hafl~~;~~~~~o ;;c~h~:::'~f~£~ ~~ 
a skilful use of atoning sacrifice. TJus causes 

at~~k~?n~~n:t~;~~~r:~t:~~c:· Jarge seal~: ~tai~ r~~~~~ 
!.';o~:~:jd~~· ~~c i! ~~i~ ~0~c~i~ ~:~~~~:~ 0:11~~ 
:;~:;!~;1bJe ~o s:~pl~~s o!:"=~=w~~;i~ ;!:so~~h~ 
othen, and it devclopC9 unulthere are The division of labour 

~a:tf~~~ti~~l J:a~~Jd:;:sburlm!e;o}~];~k:':f~::; 
lion ncccss~ry. Among the varooo• c a 
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~~:;~t~.,}=~=~~n":~~~cif~~:a-;~~i~::e~~-£:~~c~~t; 
inordcrtomec:ttheneedsofagrowmgpopu\auon;andm 
thc.eguard.iansPiato'sSocrato:stako:saveryspecialintcr~t. 
Such guardians, likewatch-dogsofa good breed, must combm_e 
gentleness and spirit. A good watch-dog is gentle_ t? hi5 
friends and fierce to those whom he does not know. Stmtlarly 
the ~uardians mwt be true Ioven of knowledge or philosophen; 
for in this way they will become gentle to their friends; they 
mwt also have physical strength and courage in orde<; to 
defend their country in a time of war. For such guardtans 
Socrntes suggests a scheme of education based on the. two 
subjectsalreadyrecognizedasthestandardsubjectsforlug~ 
education among the Greeks, namely, literature or mu~o~c 
a..theGrec:kscalledit (forthepursuitofthemuscsindudcs 
bothourmwieandourliterature)andgymnaslic.s,partieularly 
in the form of military training. If these arc taught in a d~e 
proponiontoeachothertheywilldevelopboththephilosoph_,c 
and t~e spirited elements in a human soul. At a ccrta~n 
stage m their education the guardians arc to be tested ~~~ 

~~~;~,i~::·ll~nd~~~~~~}"~~:h b~~~o=~il:~ ':o:~~~ 
humbler citizens may pass the tests and rise to the postuon 
of_guardians,whilesomeoftheehildrenofguardiansmaybc 
reJ«tcdandhavetofindlowlieroccupations. Theyoun~r 

:; doh~ ~~~f~~d~: y~~hil:~=l~~~ :~~~~~:a:: 
triedguardiansdothcworkofrulers. .._ 

co~o;fe~~ s:: t~',b;t:!~~h~~~::~ ~t\;:r;~:~~~ 
virtucs:willhavefuliscopeinit,andhegocsontoaskwh"!"e 
the vanous virtues will be found. Wisdom will be found 111 
lhcknowlcdgeoftheguardianrulerswhoseworkitistolakc 
eounselforthcg<J?dofthestate. Althoughsuchguardi;t~ 
an: naturally few ID number their wisdom is of supreme "11 
portanccforthcwclfareofthcstateasawhole. Courage, the 

=~ a:r~~ ca;:!':s·,~wr~~cnt~~ ~~:u~~r:; 
!i,~~~~ ~~~be wr~!~~~i:~d s:~: ~o~::.,a:rd1~s~~n~'~.m 



,,, 
"nableamantoresistthcalluremcnrsofpleasurcandtolll.~ 
bol_dly dangers and pains. It would have increased the 
artist.Jc neatness of Plato's argument if the third virtue of 
temperance were the special virtue of the third and lou'C:Ot 
<=_lass ofth~eonu:nunity, thcdassofthoseenpged in produe­
llonbothmagncultureandinindustry,buttempcrance(in 
Plato's sense of self-control or moderation) is needed even 
mono in consumption dum in production, andallcl3SSC!of 
the community are consumcn. Soc:ratcs points out that the 
undisciplined mob will have more need of this virtue, but 
adrnitsthatthisvirtuemustbeprcsentinall,thercbyeausing 
the city-state tobcahannonyofallcla.ses. II is an agree­
ment, he says, between those who arc naturally bcun or 
worseastowhiehshallrulc. 

Thcrehasbeennomentionsofaroftheprincipal,·irtuein 
the ideal state, the virtue of justice, about which the di~ 
cussion of the: RepuiJ/it began, but Socrates says that thiS 
virtue has been implicit in all that he hassaidaboutthe 
organization of the state. Throughoutithasb«nassu~ed 
that each person must do the work for whic~ ~lure fits h~m, 

:::h ~:~J~~"~;:~~~~~nf;s~~:/:~h:,:·;~~~~J ;h~$ 
its own business. If tlilil principle is observed, wisdom wdl 

Virlnt 
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largest part of human nature is the appetitive part, coo~~ting 
of appetites ;~nd desircs-'instinc.ts' iu uot too tcchmcal _a 
sense of the woL-d. Here temperance or S~:if-control ~~ 
obvious\ythcnw:ssaryvirtuc,butSocra.tesstickscloscly 
enough to the analogy with the state to maintain that 11: man 
i• tcmpe..ate when 'the two that are governed (that LS ~he 
spirited principle and the appetites) agrco: with that w~Leh 
govcrns(therationalpart}inregardingtherationalprinelple 

~.~~:C r~~~~f~~ ~~v:~~~~i~d~ic t~~i~u:;~i~~~~~ ~~r~~c 5'~)~~ 
jmt man will not permit the several principles "·ithio him 
to do any work but their own, nor allow the distinct cia~ 
inhissoultointerferewithcachother, but will really set hLS 
house in order.'' In this way Socratc:s demonstrates that 
jwticeorrighteoumessisthenormalhcalthyconditionofthc 
soul,andthatviceoriojwticcisadiscascdanduohealth.Y 
condition. Without further argument on the mallet Ius 
companionsaresati.sficdthatjustieeisbettcrthaninjusticc-. 

The four Grco:k cardinal vinues appear in Plato's argument 
to become one virtue, the control of life by wisdom or reason. 
Courage is the virtue by which the rational part gets the 
necessary str.cngth to control the instincts and appetites, ~nd 
temperaneeLsthevirtuebywhiehtheinstinetsandappcntcs 
aeceptthecontrolofrea~on. Justice or righteousness as 
a whole is the virtue by which ca<::h of the parts does its own 

~~;~o~~~~~~ fa~~rt~tc,;:~:~nt~~ :~:;;rfni·:~ti,: 
but the desire for knowled~ and the will to fight. ~~ere 
eanbeanunreaxLnablegrecdoflcarningandthcspLTLtCd 
elc~n~ in man often is out of controL It is up to reason to 
dee•deJusthowfareachdesireshouldbegratifiedandcach 
i~terest attended to in a man's plan of life as a whole. In 
VI~ of these ~acts a great part of the Republic is takcn.up 

:r~t~~~!s~~~:~:! ~: .:~W~<;hd~.mt~~~~~r~~!:.~~~~ 
~n~:~[~~~~ =n~:;,s';,f C\~~ ~:;~:~h5~f ~~~v~~ 

1 Plato:RtpMblit,Bk.IV,142d. 
'Pl~tn: R<Jmblir, Bk, IV, H3<1. 
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l'lato'sgn:atcontribulions to ethical thought arc his 

:~~~Wo~~; ~~~~!~:~ ~~~~~~~~ ,:~cvrc~~7~"e~":~; 
normalbackgroundofthemorallife. Thereisinhis1heory 
a le':'dc~cytornakemor.alityamcansratherthananendby 
COnstd~nng ~hat the moral aspe.:t of life is merely the frame­
work m whtch the other human functions carryon their 

~~-r~i~~"'r~~hl~~o'::~~· in~7~~~~ v~~es a~~d ;;t1':':~o;::~ 
dUtons of goodness. The strongest objection to Plato's 
.thCQryisundoubtedlyonemcmionedbyl'rofcssorStace,that 
It would be possible fora man to control his appetites per­
fectly and ret be entirely selfish; while for many people 
sellishnessisthemostoutstandingformofcvil.' 

§3. The Cart!inol Virluu 
ThefourvirtueswhichP!atodescri~inthcRtpu61iewerc 

calledinlatertimesthecordinolvirtues. Thcword'cardinal' 
is a derivative of the Latin word '<;ardo', meaning a hinge, 
andthecardinalvirtuesarcthevirtuesbywhichthemoral 
lifcissupported,asadoorissupportedbyitshingcs. Medieval 
philosophers added to the four eardinal virtues the three 
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~;te1~~u:. i~~~~rr:~1i~~ i:~~ud: ;~.,:\~naW'1~~~-~bi~~~ 
so;icntlst usa analysis to a g...,ater extenl than the pbil050pher, 
who uses synthesis especially in his a\lemptto view the univenc 
as a whole. There is abo held to be a distinction between 
theoretic ability and practical ability. Metaphysicians and 
mathematicians have theoretic ability, while stockbrokers 
and priests skilled at the confessional have practic.~L ability. 
The Greek conception of the wise man, the ao#s, sec~ 
gen~rnlly to have put the emphasis on theoretic and syntheuc 
ability, but it is likely that Socrates included both natural 
ability in all i\.5 different forms and also acquired knowledge 
ofallkindsinthcvirtueofwisdom. 

It is obvious thai both natural intelligence; at any rate of 
the more practieal kind, and a wide knowledge of facts n;"'Y 
find ~ place. ~ong Laird's virtues of the requisite qualit~­
Practn:al skill 111 dealing with people may cause a nl<"~'." 5 

::=.~nbc~ ~~dbca fk;;!]~g~~u:h~0 c~~~~~:~ i~~~ 
he is acting will certainly help a man in the practice of ~y 

~~h!~i:r~~~~ ~~~p~cg~:~id(t~a~~;~h ·~;{..,~~~ n~li}~ 
:~:i~~~~:~w::;g!h~~t~~h~~~.:SU:~he~~~l0~b~li~;;~ 
man's vicious practices. The able villain and the villain who 
~~;roa! ~~~:U~hc circumstances of his crimJ;·~re more 

. At .the same time it is poMiblc to hold that both nat~ral 
mt~lh~cn~c and knowledge that has been acquired a~c th•ngs 

;~st;~~~~hl~1E~~~e'th~~:~ ~~at;cc o~'\'h~ s':;~;',~o~rr, 
J~~~~::\~~~ :S~o~~: i~ts~~ ;~~scredru~": J?r~ !~r~;~~ 
templation.' In thi3 sense wisdom may be regarded as f 
~~r::..':fo~~e {h~e~~~wd~li~ k~:~~~~a isw:S~i :!~t~~ 
n:aturaJ endowment, and, like the more distineuvdy JJ\ 

v'':~y ~pi~w':{; :~~~:::~~~=~bility :tnd acquired 
1 Ari.totlc: Ni<ama,h<a~ Ethics, X, ,.;;_ 
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;.now ledge arc virtues of !he requi>.itc qualit~ and that some 

g~-~~:o~~ ~~:;it!·i,k~ul:l~-~~~~~~~~·f ;::~;c~~~~r ~~a~~~~es C:~ t 
vu·tucsofdtcrig:lurousqu~lit}'. Tolca\'CLaird'smoreaccu­
ra.tc terminology for thatofcommonspecch, is it possible to 

i~~c~~c:tmo~n p~"::'~o~1~~o::ed;c ,~:.,is h0:~~~bo':s~ 
Th.ctcndcncyofmodernthoughtisccrtainlytoho!dthatthe 
phtlosopher or the scientist need not bemor.Ulybetterthan 
tlte uneducated artisan or the farm labow-erwitha low in· 
tc!Jigcnce quotient. Indeed, some would say that the seaet 
ofmoralgoodness,likcthesccretofreligiousrclcvation,ha.!t 
been hidden from thewis and prudent and revealed unto 
babes, This, however, v;:>S not the l'icw of Plato, who 
t:aught that the only people capable of guiding their OWD 
hvcsandsoofcontrollingthc livesofthcirlc:ssgincdfcllow· 
dtizens arc men who have been shown by tating to be men of 
outstandingthcoreticability,andwhohavcbeengivena 
long training in mathematics and logic with the special aim 
of developing their po-rs of reasoning. The writers of the 
Hindu Upanishads shared this view of Pl~to's; the sage, who 
has reached the intuition of the Brahman, is not only the 

wi~~~ :~d~~~!w~rr:~~1:~ires some qualifica~o~ a~d 
~~~~t~~ns. os~~~=~~?;ya:n~';~~~~0::b 0~.fu::i;f! 
intelligCiilT quotient is well establis.h_ed,. and this eerw~ 
f;~~;~ ~~ 3Ji~ta~ea~~11i~ ~~~!170: :t::;~g~ ~~ 
:~~ty a:~c:~w~=~i~~/~~e:aes:::J!t;!~~:: ~ocl~~ 
~~;sc~}~b~~~~~ ~:~J:d;;ni:t~l~l n~~~¥a~d;~; 
~~/::1~n~hkn~~~~ed;~, ~;a~Z~~~;'f;t~~~;~C: ,~~~f; ~~! 
~~~~os~p~~~~~;t~~~hl~o~:~~~i'~:~:::; 
:: ~::'!~! u:d!~ndu:"::u:k r~t:rd~:. ~~\:~ 
the specialist confined to a narrowaca c 
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same time there U no doubt that relatively simple-minded 

f:~~~c~lta~~e:,:;~~m:~~~f~e~:, ~~~o~:,:.,a~~d·~~i~~~ 
ofedueation which Plato recommended, do not appear to 
showanyconspicuousabilityinkecpingthcirappctitcsunder 
control. What the Greeks did not realize in thepl<~eethat 
they gave to knowledge is the fact that for mwt men the 
intuitivcguidancegivcnbycoruciencewhichhaskenun­
consciouslytraimdinthesocietyofgoodmcn is sufficient 
knowledge for virtuous living. Asocietycomposcdofsuch 
simple-minded people may require from time to time the 
prese-nce of a sage to keep its moral ideas from bttoming 
merely conservative. The fcllov.-ship of the early Christians 
gained much from the presence in it of a thinker ofout­
standingabilitylikeSt. Paul, but there was no need in that 
nr any other society for all good men to be philosophei"S. 
There is sometimes an outstanding goodness of character in 
the wise rnan,11. virtue of the generous quality, which was 
foundmostconspicuouslyinSocratcshimself,butthisisone 
ofthoseexeeptionalblossomingsofhumangoodn=likethe 
gallantcouragcthatwinsthcVietoria Cross or the extreme 
asceticism of certain saints. For the ordinary man the moral 
duty in the matter of wisdom appcai"S to be to \ISC what 
ability he has to discover what i• right and to put him.'lelf 
undcrtheguidanccofbettcrmen,atlca.st tothe..cxtentof 

Jiv!~f ~o!~;~;_co;;~:,ny:;~~~~ot~~e t:~~;',.~pla« of . 
courage in the moral life. Wisdom comes lint in giving 11. 
manhisdircctions,andcourageisthenneededtoi"CSistthat 
fear of pain which drives a man away from the path in which 
wisdom directs him. Then: seem to be several closely akin 
virtues included in courage. There is a courage of the 
generous quality which is largely a matter of natural en­
do\\mcnt, and \\hich sometimes occun in people who are 
vcryunworthyinothcrrcspttts. Thiskindofcouragemay 
win theVictoriaCrossin.,..<ar, butitalsomaybeseenin the 
puformante of a daring crime. Of courage of the righteoua 
qualitytherescemtobeatlcasttwokinds: (i) active courage 
orvalourwhkhpc~istsincarryingthroughacouncofaction 
inspiteofthreatsofpainorevenactualexperienceofpain; 



l'irluc ,,, 
and (ii) passivecourageorfonitudewltichbearsunavoidable 
suffcringwithoutllinching. Closclyakintoth<:M:isthevirtue 
of r~rscvcr,mcc or of sticking to~ course of action, but in 
this cn.c:: the monl ogcntdO<:S not facepainsomuchas 
in<'rtia or "~ariness. Pe!U\'Crance was a virtue th.at was not 
conspicuousamongthcondentGrcclr..<,butitis~rdedas 
one of the most important of virtu"' in tlu:: ethos of our modem 
induslrialagc. lcisavirtueoftherequisitequality,and 
pcrscveran<:cincviltcndstoinc,.,~rathtrth.andiminish 
the evil of a man's action. Valourandfortitudc,howcvcr, 
arc undoubtedly virtu~ of the righteous quality. ~all 
virtuesdo,thcydcpcndtosomecxtcntonnaturalendowmtllt, 
but they are developed by practice and become habits of 
doingwhatisrightinfn<:eofpainordiffieulty. ltiscomruon 
todistinguishphysicalcouragcfrommoralcourage. PhysiC<~~ 
couragcmaybc::oftwokindswhichmayofcourscbefound 
togethcrinoncpc::rson. (i) Itmaybcanaturalinsensitivity 
topainortoobjectsnorrnallyarousingfear. lnthecaseof 
such courage the flight instinct d=ribed by MacDougall is 
weak, and the intelligence is gcncrallyofa]owlcvcl,afact 
thatisoftcndcscribcdbysayingthatthcrcis'alackof 
imagination'. (ii) Physical courage may be another name 
forthccouragcofthcgcncrousqualitythathasalrc.adybecn 
mentioned, a matter of natural endowment, but also of 
intrinsicvaluc. MoralcouragcdifTenfromphysicalcourage 

;~ ;;;.,r~~~~~;~nc:Co~l~~~~ii: :~ ... ~~::~r;~;";:~~: 
<:auscthcmthcmostdrcad. Somcpcoplcfcarm.ostthepains 
thatcomefromph}"Sicalc;aus~JikcShakespcarc'sphilosophtr 
whocouldnotcndnrcthetoothachc;'othcrsfcarthcpains 
caused by social disapproval, unkind remark.< and o;onse­
qucntly wounded pride; othcn more saintly dread only the 
agonies of rcmonc of consdcnec. In the mor;t]lifc thcrt arc 
pains which arc to be a~'Qided rather than faced; men arc 
not called to face the pains of condemnation by thcir own 
conscienccsorthc,.TathofGod;thcyarcr.~thertoa\'Oidthe 
a.ctionswhichlcadtosuehpainfulcxpcrienoes. Itisnotthe 
mere facing of pain thatisnvirtU<:oftherighteousquality, 
bulthedoingofwhatisrightinthefaccofpain 

'Shak~•pe~u: llfuth Ado, V, i, ~6. 
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(e) T•m1<rant:•. Temperance is regarded by Mackenzie 
8$paraUel to courage.• Justascourageisthevirme which 
offcni'CSist.aneetothefcarofpain,sotemperanccisthcvirtue 
which olfcn resistance to the allurements of pleasure. Tern· 
pcranceisnotmen:lyanegativcvirtuecngagc:dinreprcssing 

;~~:~ta~~~~~:o~~~~~~r:~~~E~r~l;~;:~~ 
when the two that an: governed agree with that which governs 

~e~~;::! J:S ~~:o~:~~;i:~n~~~~~!u~~~vz~;'~; 
butittakesfromrcasonguidaneeastohowfarthcsedesires 
sho1.1ldb<:satislicd. lnnosenseistcmpm~ncetobcregardcd 
asantagonistietop!easurc;indecdthcon!yplcasureswith 
which temperance iJ directly concerned W01.1Id be, according 
tothcGreeks,theplcasuresofexcitcmcnt,fortobcgovcmcd 
byRaSOnprevcntsonefrombcinge:~nicdawaybyc:xcitc• 
mcnt. Temperance demands a reasonable moderation or 
ahappyblcndingofthcdominationofreasonwiththeothcr 
tcndenciesofhum.annaturc. Thiswasavirtuehighlyratcd 
by the Grcc:ks as in their provcrb, l''lsev.;yc~ ('Nothing 
toomuch'),andwt:shallsccinthcnc:xt$<Ctionthatit took 
acen~ralplaccini\ristotle'sconccptionofvirt ... c. 

Temperanceissupremelyavirtucwhichgives beauty to 
che moral life. It shuts 01.11 completely fanaticism or the 

~:~:::~~~~~:~.a~y ~~:is~~~:~d;J;'!~:~~:~ 
the whole moral life will have the harmony or proportion of 
agrcatworkofart. Thisconccptionofthegoodlife was 
characteristic of the Greeks; it was no accident that they 
refcnc<ltothegoodmana,oncwhoi,'bcu.utilulondgood' 
(~<~~).0~ .ocdyce.ls). The limit up to which each aaving of 
IMD'•naturernaybcsatisficdi.odetermincdbyrcasonin 
llCCllrdance with the supreme vinuc of wisdom. There i.o 
110notioninthcGreekviewofancquilibriwnreacbcdthrough 
evolution among the contending dcoire of a rnan. The 
hanPonious balance is to bcaecompli,hed by man's use of his 
rational powm, and thac need the help of man's 'opiritcd' 
elernenttoaecompli•hthcirpurpose,forthcmoral'trugglr 

> Mac~nzie: 1\f~n"Q/of Elhirs, Bk. Ill, Ch. f, !vi( a). 
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iJ.notanea.syono:. 'I"hi5dominationbyro:asongi"""acertain 
dignhyand poiso:totho:good lifeMit\\"<ISConceivedbytlte 
Greeks, and the Greek word U'f'f>poaUv'l, which is trall(llated 
into 'tem~ranee' in English, has always this suggestion of 
dignified serenity. 

There is however an clement of 'going to an C!<lremc' in 
the good life whichisapparcntlyantagonistictolCmper.liiCC. 
This virtue is closdy akin to that perseverance or pcnistence 
which m:~y be considered as eonnected with the virtue of 
eouragc. The Greek view of temperance is perhaps slightly 
earicatured by the author of the bookofEcdesiasta (who 
was probably an Alexandrian jew): 'Be not righteous over 
much, neither make th)'$Clfovcrwise. Whyshouldestthou 
destroy thyself?'' This is opposed to the teaching of the 
New 1."'cstamcm in which Christ bade his discipla 'hunger 
andthirstafterrightcousness'.' Thissecondkindofgood· 
neS<is prepared to persist intherightcourseeventothecx· 
tremestformsofself-sacrifice. ltisthecharactcristicofthe 
hcroandofthesaintbut,likctempcrancc,itbasanaestbetic 
quality; it is what l.."lird called a virtue oftbe generQUS 
qualit)'. Arcconciliationbetweenthetwoapparentlyoppos­
ing virtues is po .. ible. For the norm~] course of life wisdom 
ordains a due proportion in all things; but there come 
occasions when the only fitting course of action, certainly 
morallyfitringandpcrhapsacstheticallyfiuing,istogoall 

:'~[~~:..~~~~;::lil~;~ O..:fd~~~1~1~p~=: b~: :~:d;'~ 
that wisdom itself directs the forgetting of its own more 
normal courses at such a moment of high duty. 

(d) Jwli<t. Justiceisdistinguishcdfromtheothcr.;ardino.l 
virtues in having a more explicit ..,fcrcncetom.an'ssocial 
relations. \\'isdom, courage, and tcmpcrancearcprim.Jrily 
virtucs of an individual man;jus1iccis prim.arilravirtueof 
a society. There arc certain implications of Plato's con­
ception of justice that at·e worth noting. Plato appears 10 
hold that a certain amount of freedom is required for the 
individual, for justice is'thcpowerthat makcscachmcmbc:r 
ofastatcdohisownwork'andthcrulersaretoscethat'no 

'Ecdcsiastesvii.>6. 
•Mauhewv.6. 
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anydifferentrreatmentofpersonswjlmiNIS. 1 Justice docs 
notd~nythatthcrcarccxtrinsicdiffuene<:sbctwcenpersons, 
suchastheirneedsorthcirabilitics,orthatpeopleoughtto 
be treated differently from o;>nc anoth~r b«ause ofthrse 
Cl<trinsic differene<:s. Rashdall's consideration would lake 
into account among the extrinsic tlifTcrcnces what each 
individual deservcs, and dc:servingness would be so widdy 
interpreted as to include not merely the work done by an 
individualorthe'virtuc'oftheindividual,butc•cnmorehis 
needofaparticulargoodandhisabilitytouscthmgoo<l. 
lnagoodsocictyjusticedcmandsthatthclamcman,howcvcr 
unworthyhcismorallyorhowcverlittlchcisablc to do for 
thco;ommongood,shouldbcprovidcdwithanartilkialleg. 
Again, the fact that a IIIlln can r~ad Greek givo:s him a claim 

~~'k. ;:t ~~ea ;~~:\~~t~~:;y :O"~r~~e:ho~v~~ ~~~~ 
andhard-worltinghcmaybc,hasnotgot. Whattheeon· 
ception of justice emphasizo:s is that there arc olhcr eon­
sidcrationsincthio:sthanthcmcrcincrcasingofthctotal 
amountofgood. Thcnecessityofsuchaprinciplcismost 
clcarlysecninthccaseofhedonism;afairdistributionof 
plcasurciscvenmoredesirablethananincreasingofthctotal 
amount of pleasure. When we turn to the higher forms of 
toodthcreisprobablynoconllictinvolved,forinlhrcasc 
of intrinsically good things like moral perfection, aesthetic 
enjoyment and !he comprehension of truth, !he w~dcr the 
distribution of these goods 1hc greater will be thjf,:ltimale 
totaloflhcgoodaehic\'ed. 

Tl1c notion of each man getting what he needs suggcsls 
ano1her virtue which is commonly held to be a necessary 
supplcmenttojwtic.c!thevirtueofbcncvolcnce. Benevolence 
consistsinthcsatislymsofthcneedsofothcnevcnoftheun· 
dno:rving. Ithasbcenpointcdoutthatlhcprineipleof 

::f~, C::di~~~::~cn /:n{~;~~ofd~~~fc~~~o,~c;~~~a~~P1~;: 
aspectofjustieeasconlraslcdwith!hca$peCtsofcquityan<l 
dcservingness. It ha$ been suggcstl'd 1ha1 if there were a 
pcrfectlyjwtdistributionofgoodsthcrcwould be no place 
for benevolence in the moral life. It is ln.le that the mere 
'Stacc:Con«piDfMIN~Is,p. 176, 
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giving of money by the rich to the poor would disappear. 
In our present state of society, however, people who have 
approximately the same amount .,r wealth and wh<l Jive in 
thesamcdas!lofsociety,findcorntantopportunitiesofhelping 
oneanotherbo.causeofthcspecialabiliticsofuch,andthis 
is surdy an exercise of the virtue of benevolence. What 
would disappear in aj.ust order of society is the altitude of 
patronageonthepartofthegivcr,andthcallitudcofservility 
on 1he part ofrhc receiver, and the disappear:mo:e of both 
would bcagreillmoralgain. 

§4 • .Arislollt's CoMlptio~ of J-'irlut 
Aristotle said that the moral end is 'cudaimonia', which 

maybctranslated'happincss',and.hcsaidthat'eudaimonia' 
consisted in the exercise of a man's sou\ in accordance with 
virtue. To put it in Aristode'sown terminology, 'cudaimonia' 
isthecnJ, 1 orwhatwaslatercalkdthefinalcauscofthcmornl 
life, while virtue is whatwaslatcrcalled the 'form' or the 
'formalcauso' of the moral life. The 'form' is analogous to 
1hc conception of his picture in thcmindofanartistwhich 
guides :t.nd limits his activity as he works, and which give 
shape to his creation. Aristotle defined virtue as a habit of 
choice, the characteristic of which lies in the ol>scrvation of 
the mean or of moderation (relative to the circumstances 
ofthcindividualconecmed),asitisdctumined by reason 

or ~~i~~~~:~~,::!~l;;~~e;~;n~:7,:;.:~1~ ~~~:;r"..':;;on, and 
wit was with him only secondarily a quality of character. 
Virtucisnotamc.-.::habit,hutahabitofchoice. Aristotle 
defined choice u the deliberate desire of things in our pow~r 
afterconsidcrationofthcmbytheintcll(c\.• Choio:eao;cord. 
inglyisinsomcsensefrceforildealswithdlingsinourown 
power, and it is when sueh a delibrnl.tt choice is repeated 
that it becomes the habitofactionwhichwecallavirtue. 
The choice, for example, ofdoingwhatisrightintheface 
of pain become~;, when habitual, the virtue of courage. The 
mer<:: doing of single good aetioru may be a~dcntal or 

'Ari.to•lc: Ni<om~<h<oOI Elhiu, !,vii, 0. 
1 0p.cii.,II,vi,ts. 
•o!>.cit.,III,iii,<g. 
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nu::rely impulsive; it is the habitual choice that counts as 
virtue. 

The point in Aristotle's definition which has l>cen most 
diseutStdishisnotionofthcmcanormiddleo;ourse. Avirtuc 
is...,gardcdruifitwcrcamiddlepositionbctwccntwovices; 
cournge,forexample,isthemiddlepositionbctwccnrl'lshncss 
andcov.;~n:licc,andlibcmlityi•thcmiddlepositionbetwccn 

~:·~;av~~~e~:~~c':~~~~~d~~~=~ct~~~~i~c~:S~a::i:r 
each individual. A ro!dicr's courage should Uc nearer to 
rashncssthanthatofastatesman,foritishisbmincsstotakc 

~~~:·~1~~~;~~~~!~~~~~J~~~m~~~~:~~~Eint~; 
o:xprcsscd in the maxim 'Nothing too much', and it is a 
direct development of Plato's treatment of tcmrerance. 
Plato was content with showing how each desire or appetite 
wastobcs:nisficdinaccordanccwiththedircctionsgivcnby 
wisdomforthejustlifeasawholc. Aristotlecharactcristic.ally 
wanted to dctcrminc the limits for each virtue with more 
accuracy, and so, instcadofn:lating moderation to human 
naturcasawholc, hctricdtoassigntocachvirtucthcplace 
moderation would give it between two contrary vices. He 
confincdhimsclfhowcvcrtothedegrceofthcvirtue,anddid 

~;~~~t~~n :~~c!at:~~i~:! •!:E~;~cf::~~t~j~ 
dcgrccofangcrwhichformsrightcousindignation, but even 
more the kind of person towards whom such anger is rightly 
directed. Wearcapttorcgardthcnu::diatingvirtucasa 
mixture of two vic.,, but Burnet and N. Hartmann have 

::·~i~~:sb~t ~~::f~n~:io:0!r~t:J~~~~:~.d~;~~~~c =~: 
careful foresight, both of which are good slates of mind. 
What the doctrine of the mean emphasi2es is the ne«ssity 

rf;~~::~nr~;:r~~~~~::~~~~~~~A:~::~1i:~~ ~~:=rr~~ 
' H. W. D.j01eph: Arimtlt'• Dtfini/11111 of Moral Virtu<: P~il.,ofhJ, 

Voi.IX,p.168. 



'" ~~r~!~~tl~·~:in1:;:lt~:~::~·:~tJ~~~j:~~r a v~~~:r v: 
but the whole, and, Ln spne of hLS Jnterc$1 in details, he un­
doubtedly accepted Plato's view of the unity of the moral 

~:~~icl:1 ~sct1;r"m~~':s r;'~~on~!:c~ow~~;!~ ~~~~~.,~~:~~0~f 
human nature should be dcv.:lopcd. Aristotle mentioned 
in his definition two ways in whicb the mean can be discovered. 

[~:'w~;~g~~~~;~}, ·s:~~:~ ar:~,.';d~:si~~:~:. ~~~5 ,~~it~ ~: 
philosophk:!.l understanding which was the characteristic of 
Plato's guardians, and which was developed by 3 long educa­
tion in logical studies. Aristodc, however, who kept the oom­
mon man more in mind than Plato had done, had another 
guide to the mean. In his ddinilion he said that the mean is 
ns the prudent man would dcu,rminc it, The ability of the 
prudent man is not the th~oretic ability of the pbilosophcr, 
but the practical ability of a man of experience. Th~ e:<ample 
of such a man can show ordinnry people just how fnr each 
tendency should be allow~d free play in the virtuous life. 
There is a way of lenrning what is right by a philosophical 
und<:ntanding of the principles of~thics; th~rc is also the easier 
way of following the example of those who have learned and 
demonstroucd their goodncS9 in the practical experience of 
life. Aristotle himself described the ability of the pract.ically 

f:a~~:d~~n,~ ~~~~~;~o~~::;:rt:r":t1,~~:~rl1!~~;;;n.,.~ ~:~ 

~tt~!;~g~;;rE~~~~~~r~~:~~§~~f;t¥,~~~; 
action. The power of apprehending the rule and panicularly 

~~" ~~:~~~ ~~ci;~;;~~i' ~f.~~~";, ~(~~:~a:~l:t\~hlc~"~"~~ 
quality of the prudent man (the ~~~~pos). Even with 
Aristotl~'s second guide there is no abandonment of the 
Socratic view that virtue is knowledge; he only point«! out 
that there is another and more practical kind of knowle<lge 
than the theoretic contemplation of the philosopher. 

The outcome of the teaching of the Greek phil0$0phc~ on 
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virtue may LK: e."<pr. .... ~.Q in miOdern language bys.aying that 
goodness implies a cutain point of view, and tlJs would be 
generally actcp!cd among moralim. A man who does good 
dccdssimplybyimpulso:orfromout$idcprmurccanllllrdly 
be regarded as tmly virtuous. The view of the Grttks thai 
this point of view is p~dominamly intellcctnal or rational, 
so that .;ohucnt ma.roning must always be the dominant 
c:uidc,isnotsogenernllyace<lptablcinmoderntimescxccpt 
amongidcalistswhoha.vebceninRuenccdbyHcgel. lnthc 
lives of good men the point of view implied ing0o.odnesshas 
been mo~ often religious than intcllccmal. The religious 
outlook, inthecaseofthehigherreligions:u anyr:uc, don 
implylhatthegoodlifc i$rationalandcomistcnl, but it 
implicsagrea.tdea.l more for it holds that goodness gcu ils 
inspir:uionfromapcrsonallo~':lhyrntherthanfromthcnccd 
ofbcingintdlcctuallycoruistenl. hiswiththisqu<"Ztionof 
tlterelationofarnan'smctaphf$icalandrcligiouloutlook 
tohismorallifctha.t•veshalldcalinourconeludingcha.ptc:r. 



Chapter XVII 

ETHICS, METAPHYSICS AND RELIGION 

§t. The RlftJiiCI< ofEIAi<J to llletaphpies 
Ethics may be related to met:>physics, the thcory of the 

ultimate nature of reality, in Yarious wa~'l. It has been 
asserted that if a moralist is to maintain that themotallife 
is possible at all, he must necessarily also holdccrtain\'iews 
about the nature of the universe. It haslx<:ncommonly 
considercd,forcxample,that,ifthercistoheanyrcalme~n· 
ingin tc\1ingamanthatheoughttohavedonc50rnething 
different from what he actually h~s done, a tnlln mu11 in some 
sense be free to choose between t•vo altemati\'C actions. 
ltiselcarlythcbusin=ofmctaphysicsorgenc:r<llphilosophy 
toinformthemoralistwhetherhehasanygroundsformaking 
sueh an assumption ns that of human freedom of choice. 
Suchassumptionsarecallcdpostulatcs,andthcmcl.:l,physic.al 
postulatcswithwhichethicsisconcerncdmayhedividcdashy 
Rashdall into two groups. {a) Titcre arc postulatn which it 
seems -,.~ry to accept if there is to be aoy momlity at all 
in the sense of there being a difference between right and wrong 
actions. (b) There are postulates, "ithout which the dis· 
tinction between right and wrong can still be maintained, 
butthcacecptaneeofwhichaddsrcasonablenasandcleamns 
to the p~in<::iples of ethi<;.O.l theory. There is a similar diffcr­
cncealllOilgthepostulatesofthcotherscicnces. In=t 
natural sciences the law of causation in 50me form or other is 
implicitlyac;t;eptcdasanccasarypostulatc;butchcminry, 
when it postulates the c:<istcncc of atoms, is accepting a 
hypothesis which makes its aplanations clearer and more 
coherent, but without which chemistry would still be a true 
body of knowledge. 

Apart from such postulates many philosophcn, npccially 
th~cofthcidcalistscht>Dl,havehcld•hatthenatui'("OfgooJ 
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~~~~ 
d~nycbataman'sviewsofthc natu~ofthc univ<:rsedo, as 
amau~roffact,inlluencehisview,;onthcnaturcofgoodnrn. 
Obvinusly,ifamanholdsthatgoodactionsa~tobringahrmt 
thckingdomofheavenonearth,hisattitudetothcmwillbc 
diff~rent frorn what it would have been if he had held that 
goodactionshavcnoconsc:qucncaata\1. lnthclirstc.ue 

r~~:~:~i~!!~~h~~t:E:· ~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~ 
cthicaltheorytoathinkcrandsohasbcenthceauseofhis 
holding that theory~ but. this is so~ethin.g quit~ different 
from holdingthathisethiealthcorytslogteallycntailed by 
his metaphysical theory or that his metaphysical thMry 
provides logical reasons for holding the ethical th~nry. Dr. 
Moorcisnotconccmedwithsuchpsychologicaldiffercnccs; 
what beholds is a metaphysical view that good it.sclfdocs 
notdcpcndforiunaturconitsrelationstootherthings. An 

~~~~~i~~ ~;li~~C::t ~~ ~a~~0~f ~n~ d0;'~:;:co:~~~ 
naturcofwil\ing. Hcrnaintainsthatal\wHlinginsofaras 
itiscohcrentisgood,andthattheobjcctsofsuchcohcrent 
willingar~goodjustinsofara.thcyarcthcobjectsofcohcrent 

f"!~~~f~ 0vi!':. ~c::fd ~~~~"a ~~ta~¥~1 ~~~~~~fur 
beyond 1he scope of this introduction to ethics. What is 
worthno;>tingisthatthcd.iffcrcnceinthcsetwophilosophers' 
metaphysica\theoriabasmeantadiff<:rcnccinthclrcthical 
theories, ahltough Dr. Moore would maintain that, even if 
thcunivcrscactuallyiswhatthcidealisuthinkittobc,itwould 
make no difference whatever to the nature of good itself. For 

• Moon: Priruipi~ £1/ri"'• Ch. 4· 
'Paton:ThoGoMIVi/1. 
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Dr. Moore's realism good is an unanalysablc, indefinable 
quality. For Professor Paton's idealism the goodn"SS of 
actionsorofobjecudcpendsontheirrclationstothcwillsof 
human beings or of the Absolute. Ethic)] views, as con-
trastcdwithcthiealtruths,ccrtainlydependonmctaph}"ical 4 
views. Dr. Moore would have to admit that if the •ole 
reality is eternal ~nd unchanging, there could be no practical 
ethics; and surely the negative theory ofmctaph)"itsstatcd 
by Dr. Moore, thntthcnaturcoftheunive=ha$DOeffcct 
on the namre of good, is itself an important theory for 
ethics. 

There are two other ways in which ethics i.s related to 
metaphysics. (a} Ethics makes judgements of value, very 
often on thebasisofintuitions,anditi•surdyformctaph}~its 
tosay,inthclightofitsknowledgeoftheomivmeasawhole, 
whether thesejudgementoare valid. In such a superficial 
study as that contained in thisbookithasl>ccnourpraetice 
torcgardsuehintuitionsaswlid,exeeptwherethcintuitions 
themselvcscontradietoncanotherorfailtofitintoacohercnt 
accountofethicaljudgcmcnts, butultimatelytheirdaimto 
validitycanonlybejU$Iiliedbyamelaphysicaltheory,cvcll 
if it be such a simple theory as would mai11t.ain that •nch 
intuitions are given by God and so necessarily true. The 
sceptic who denies the validity of any judgement of value 
mustalsodoitonametaphysicalgroum.l,namelyonathcory 

th~~~~~~7h~h~~:~ru~i.:::~r~:~~~hJ~~f~~::s 
primarily to ethio;s may serve as part of the data of a meta• 
physical theory. They often do so by wny ofsugg<Stion; 
men'sviewsofhumangoodnesshaveundoubtcdly•ugg<Sted 
certain notions of the goodness of God which arc found in 
religious and metaphysical theories, although there is no 
direct logical relation between the two. Some think=, 
however, go a great deal further than this and maintain 
that the judgements of conscience arc data which the 
philosopher must rake into accountjU$tas he tak<S into 
aecountthedatagivenbythesi.'IISCS,andthegencralizations 
which the scientists have made from them. The phil<>:!ophcr 
must fit into his system of reality such intuitiOil!l as that 
of Butler when he said that happiness is appropriate to 
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~~~~~;t o;~:~:co::~::~~~~dl~~~~r =~~~~i~h;~~~~:c~vcry 
Th<TCarcaccordiugl}·fourw:>}'S:ltiC3$Iinwhichcthics:>nd 

m~taphysicsarcrd:>tcd: 
(:>}Ethics finds it nrc.,.,;ary to 1\SSumc ccrmin postulatu, 

thcvalidityofwhichisaqu.,;tionformctaphysics. 
(b) Metaphysica.l beliefs affect ethical bdicfs whether the 

nature of goodness actually depends on the nature of the 
universe or not. 

(c) The validity of all ethical judgements can be finally 
dctcnnincdonlybymetaphysics. 

(d) Ethiaprovid.,;judgcmentsofvalucasdataformcta· 
physics. 

§2. Tit' Pos/u/11/u of Ethier 
Kant held that it was neccs.,.ryformoralityto postulate 

the <"Xi!lenec of God, freedom and immortality. Of th.,;c, 
thcpo>!ulmeoffrcedomhasbeenmO!ltcommonlyrcgardc<.l 
as a truth without which moral judgements would be im­
possible. Morn! actions are held necessarily to be the nctions 
ofo»ntinuomselvcswhoarcinsomcsensethccnu:!t"nfthcir 
own actions. As n matter of fact there are two metaphysical 
schoolswhichhavetendcdtodcnythis. (a) Thematcrialists 
holdtl>atactionsareproducedentirdybycawcswhichinthe 
fi~t place atanyntewercoulside the bodyofthc agent. 
The individual cannomorebc.,.id tocauschisf-.:-nattions 
thana ball which is imp<:llcd by a !itcond ball .:..an be said 
tomovcitsclforcause the movemcntofathird ball on a 
billiardtable. (b)ldenlistsofaccrtaintypeholdthatthc 
individualhasnorealitycxccptinsofarasheisana•pectof 
tlw.one univrrsal ... tf..-.ons.:ious being or Absolute. Accord· 
ingly this Absolute, which in our simple statement may be 
identified with God, is the cauS<: of all actions, if indeed 

:a~~~·a~~.:m~~: in::.;~rn:;:a~~~ ~~~ e~~~d ,::~ot~~ 
uistenccofindividualselvcswhoareinsomesen:;ethecause 
ofthcirownactionsisa necessarypostulateforethics. 

It is much more difficult to say in what exact sense it i• 
neccssaryformoralis1.1tosupposcthatindlvidualsarcfree. 
Plausible arguments can be used to show that machines like 
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motor cars are refcn"<:d to as good or ball, although we know 
that their movements arc determined just in the way that 
materialists maintain that the movements of human bcings 
arcdcocrmined. ltisdilliculttobclicvcthatanyoncthinb 
that he uses the word 'good' in the same way when he refers 
to a motor c:ar as when he refen to the actions of a human 
being. The goodnes~ of a motor car is an instrumental 
v;~Jue or the phrase is a figurcofspceclo,usinga r.athcrfar­
fetched:lnalogy. Wcsawthatthenot.ionof'obligatorin=' 
formcd:lncsscntialpartofthenotionofmoralgoodn=,bt)t 
no one except a very imaginatiw poet can suppose that 
ccrtainmovcmcntsarcobligatoryonthepartofamotorc:ar. 
The important point for metaphysics is whether indeterminism 
or self-determinism is the more accurate description of the 
actualst.ateofaffaininthcunivnse. lnourprevious 
discussion we saw that, altltough indeterminism seems the 
more desir:~blc thcoryforetlties,eitherofthest theories may 
on more accurate formulationprovideallthefreedomthat 
is needed formof3lity, butmor.alirydoesrequireatheory 
ofwhatwemaycallasophisticatcdtype. lfthisbethecase 
it follows that a crude materialistic tlu:oryofthe universe 
cannotbetrue,foritfailstomectthefactsofthcmorallife. 
Incidentally this illustrates how morality •upplies data for 
metaphysics; in tbisparticulareasethefactthatthereare 
rightandwrongactions, iritbeafaet,refutesoneofthebtst-

kn~~; ~~~~~~~f~~co:~·thc:t~!~:· of immortality arc 
atthemostpostulatesofthesecondkind,thoscwhicharcof 
advantac:cingivingsic:nificanceandclaritytoancthical 
theory, but arc not absolutely necessary for the existeno:eof 
morality. ltdoesnotsc:cmncecssarytoacceptthoepostulato:s 
on the grounds on which Kant held them. In the case of 
immortality, • Kant held that we are under ao obligation to 
makcoursc]v.,.pcrfect, butinviewofoutsensuousrtature, 
this must take an infinite time to accomplish. Yet, as we an: 
undcranobligaliontodoso,itmustbcpossiblctodoso,and 
accordingly we must be immonal. To say that perfcct.ion 
takes an infinite time to aecomp\ish is, as Profwor Broad has 

1 Kant: DiD/uti& of Pwt PtiKii<ol RtiiJOII, Ch. 2, !iv (Abboll, 
pp.2t8--uo). 
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pointed out,' surely another way of sa)in!!" that it is un· 
auainable. In any case, when morality btd• us seck per­
fection all that i• normally meant is that we should keep 
on practi<ing a bcuer way of living than we arc doing at 
present. Theperfcctionwithwhichmcmtlityisconccrncdis 
arclativcperfcctionauainablcinthislifeandnotanabsolute 
perfcctionattain.ablc only after an infinite time. The real 
usosofthepootulateofimmortalityarethcimponanccitgives 
tothemoralstrugglcandthesignific.anccitgivo::otothevicw 
that individual pcnonality io an intrinsic good. If death 
brings complete extinction to the individual it is hard to 
undcntandwhatal\thebotherioaboutinrnorality;atthe 
most a man's right actions <:Ould have a rather doubtful 
irut:rumental value in possibly adding to the good for future 
generations. It is still more difficult to undcntand how a 
human pcnonality which is not immortal would h.we much 
valueofanydiffercntk.indfromthatofasoap-bubblewhich 
isbeautifulwhileitlasts,butisal\ovcrinavcryshorttime. 
A belief in immortality certainly makes it more reasonable 
foramoralisttoholdthatagoodcharactcrorapcrfccted 
pcnonalityisa thingofintriruicvalueandworth achieving. 

Kant'sargumentfortheexistenccofGod•dcpcndedonhis 
intuitionthatvirtucoughttobcaccompanicdbyanappro­
priatcamountofhappiness. It must beadmiucd that this 
is a common judgement made by the human <:Onscicn<;e, 
but thilt there is neither confirmation of its trutj?:Crom our 
ordinaryexperienceoflifenoranynaturalintrin.>trclation 
evident between the practice of goodness and the enjoyment 
ofhappiness. Kantmaintaincdthat,ifsucharelationought 
toexist,conditionsmustactuallyexistwbichwouldrnakeit 
possible that virtue may always be rewarded by an appro­
priate amount of happiness. Kant held that the only eon· 
dition which can make the ac.:ompanimcnt of virtue by 
happiness possible is the existence of God who so ordcn 
events as to bring tiW about. It is conceivable, however, 
that there may be some natural relation l.>ctwccn happint'S'I 
ilndvirtuewhiehisnotatfirstsightobvious. ltrnaybcthat 
what is meant by happineY is, aa Aristotle said, the exercise 

> Droad: Fi"' T:JJ>U of Ellri<dl Tilley, p. 140. 
'Kant:op.cit.,Ch.o,§v(Abbou,pp.oo>-229)-



Ethics, Mttaphysiu and Rtligiol/ 329 

of a man's soul in accordance with virtue, and then thCTtis 
no need. of P?stulating an outside Being who can maintain 
the rclauonslup. It may be, again, that some other posutlate, 
for exnmple the existence of an imper.;onal sy>tcm of rewards 
andpunishmentslikcthesystemofkarmaandrcbirtht.aught 
by Hind~s and Buddhists, will providt for the possibility of 
v>rtuc bcmg rewarded by happiness jwa as effectively as the 
existence of a penonal God. There arc othCT rc<lSOns for 
holding this postulate of the existence of a personal God, but 
these may be more conveniently comidc:rcd when we comidu 
therclatiomofrdigionandmorality. 

Rashdall, in his Thtory rif Good IJlld Evil, pointed out two 
other postulates which arc at least usef1.1lto the moralist, and 
maybcregardcdasncccssarypostulatcs.' (a) The moralist 

~~~~~~~.~~~~!·ot;~f:~~::~i;;+;~~~~~ ~~s~~~; 
str1.1ggle, but something illusory. It may not bcmcessary 
to think of evil in a dualistic way assomcthing contrary to 
good. Rashdall thought of it rather as a necessary to~· 
quencc of the limitations which God has placed on Himself 
by creating individual minds which arc independent of His 
own. (b) Rashdall's other postulate is th3t the time process 
isinsomcscnscrcal. lftimeisillwory,changccanhaveno 
reality, and moral action certainly implies both changts 
produc~~by such action in the outside world and ch.angcs 
inthcc}ii:i,actcrofthcmoralagcnt. Itistruethatformorality 
we need to post1.1late the existence of a permanent u:lf, but a 
permanent self is not an unchanging self. I( the self is in­
capableofchangethenmoraleffortcaninnosc~leadto 
perfection. 

The postulates which appear to be necessary for morality 
are the existence of individual selvts who arc in somese~ the 
cause of their own actiom, the reality of time and the e~tcnce 
ofcvilinsomcscnsc. Abouttheotherpostulatts,thc=stencc 
of immortality and the existence of God, we can only say that 
to assume them wo1.1ld o;crtainly add signifi.cance to ~he mo~ 
life and clcamc:ss to our ethical oplanauons. Thil fact 10 

• Rashdat\: Tkey'!{G«JJIIIIIII Evil, Bk. Ill, Cb. <, §viii-•lVol. II, 
pp. ~35-2451-
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itsclf would o£ o:ounc: give some little support to a meta­
physic:.althcorywhichfoundaplae<:forlheselltings,ahhough 
we cannotac<;eptsuch a thcorymer<:lyon the ground that it 
ismoreconvenientforethicsthanothcrrivalthcorics. Ethics 
canonlyprescntiuownd.:uaanditsownneo:ds;mctaphysics 
must make its own theories. 

§3· The Uniome &gartkd as Possming Moral RdoliMs 
The particular view of morality that has found most support 

inthisbook,namdyth:uthelawsofmoralityar<:insomcnot 
dearly defined sense h•v.-s of nature, is a view with definite 
metaphysical implic:.ations. To state all these implications 
in a systematic way would mean the statement of a complete 
met.aphysio;.altheory,andthis,evcnifitwcrcpossiblctostate 
it, is not within theso;opo: of an elementary introduction to 
ethio:s. In dlis:scctionsomcsuggcstionswill b<: made as to 
the kind of universe in which the ethical vie"" expressed in 
!his book may be true. The nature of the universe and the 
consequent validity of our particular view ofmornlity arc 
mattersforthemetaphysiciantoconsider. 

Itiso:ommontoregardtheuniverscascontainingevents 
rclatcdtooneanotherbyrclationsofo;auscandcffect,and 
toholdthatromceventsrc:scmblconeanothcrsomuehin 
this matter of causation that it is possible tomakcagcnernl 
smtcmc:ntthataneventofaccrtainkindislikelytob<:followed 
byaneVenlofanothcrkind; foreKamplc, thatth~-exposur<: 
ofwatertogreathcatislikelytob<:followedbyiucCt<poration, 
orthatthebitingofaman by a particular kind of mosquito 
il;likcly, butalittlelesslikely, tob<:followcdbyhissuffcring 
from malaria. Such general statements are now commonly 
called so;ientific laws or laws ofnatl.lff, although it il; only 
sineelhcsevenle<:ntbeenturythatthephr.asc'naturnllaw'or 
'law ofnatl.lff' is used of such generalizations in physical 
scienee. It is a mattcrofdi1pute whether all event:l in the 
univcrsearerelatedtooneanotherinlomesuchwayalthat 
gencrnlittd in the laws of nature. Most psychologists hold 
that, while the ev.::nu known from the introspection of our 
minds are also related toone another in some way, the relation 
bctY;ecnmentalcvcnuisnotofthcsamekind:~~thatfound 
bctwcenphysicalcvents,andthatthclawsofpsychologyare 
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not seientilie Jaw3 injwt the same way as the laws ofph}\lica 
arcscientiliclaws. lnanycaseitisunlikclythataknowlcdge 
ofallthccausalorapp;~rcntlycausalrelalioruofevcntswidlin 
human minds would be the whole truth about these minds. 
There are relations in the sphc"' ofmiad, such..., the rdatioa 4 of love, which arc not merely causal relations, but some-
thing more. Many people hold that the most important 
characteristics of a human being a"' not thecharactcristi<;s 
which are common to many people, which would make it 
possible to enunciate scientific laws or gcnenhzations of some 
sort, but rather the characteristics in which a human being 
differs from other people or the characteristics which make 
him unique. Thi.; view holds that the most important fact 
about a human pcrsonalityisitsuniqueness,sothattherc 
never can bctwopcoplcex.actlysimilartooneanother. 

The qucstion may beasl«:d whcthuit is possible to make 
about the univene general statements of other kinds than 
causal laws. We certainly do so in the case of aesthetic 
statements. We can say, for example, that two colou11 
alwaysgowelltogethcr,orthattwomusicalnotesarealways 
in harmonywithoncanother; thesearcuniw:nalstatcments 
aboutrclationsihatarcnotobvious\ycausalrelations. (In 
acsthcticstoothe"'isthcaspcctofuniquem:•sincachbuuliful 
object as well as the aspect of similarity about which we~~~ 
makesuchgeneralstatcmentsasthoscoccurringinourl..,t 

~t~~;WP~~;~~~~ ~~~o .. l~1~ !":;,::r;~e::~:.~~ 
about aesthetic relations.) The critic may say that causal 
relationsdca\withobjectivcfacts,whilcaestheticgcncrnliza­
tions deal with fa.sllioru in human opinion. Yet an un· 
biased examination will show a remarkable ana.logy between 
the two. Certain repetitions in our sense d~ta arc followed 
byrcactioll3inourmindoftwokinds;wcfindthatonekind 
ofscnsc-imprcssionisn~atedlyfo\Jowcdbyanotherkind 
ofscnsc-imprcssion,andourrcactionistocallitacausall~w; 
""' ftnd that one kind ofserue clatum "'pcatedly goes well 
withanothcrkindofscnsedatumanditisrcasonablct~o;a\1 
it an aesthetic law. his true that we have more gencr.al 
sta.temcntsofthcformukindthanofthelatter,andthatthey 
arc more widely accepted. This may be due to va:riouo 
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fao;:tor.;, our lack ofint~ust in ""'theticTClations, thcir greater 
obseurityandthcapparentfactthatthc:yhaveamorelimited 
rangcthantausalrelations. 

\'/hat the view of moral law as a law of nature maintains is 
thatthereaTCintheunivcrscotherkindsofuniver.;alrclations 
which we may o;all moral relations. Just as we say that a 

~~~~n .,e;::nis~:~af~~;!Y wael~~ti~ ;t:;t::::;h~ 
:~;·r:':" :rat!;:L~":tof =~ :n"''!:'t!~:1::Un'!~~~~ 
In thecircumstanco::sofanswcringa question a true answer is 
always the right or morally lining answer to give, orin the 
circumstances of a child receiving a command from his 
pan:nu the action which involves obedient<: is always the 
right or morally litting action. This type of fact is just as 
muchapartofthenatun:oftheunivcr.;easthcn:lationof 
causcandeffoxtbctwe<:ncvcntsortherelationofharmony 
bcn~n two notes in mwic. ru in the other cases, it is the 
work of human minds to discover morol relations and to 
express them in general statemenu which we call law,;. But 
inallthrcecascstherclationsarcrcallytherc,andarenot 
mere 6gments of the human mind as the subjectivists say. 
ltisimportanttorealizethatinthecasc:ofmoralrclations 
also,thcsimilaritybctwecnvariousrightactionswbichenables 
us to make moral laws about them is not the whole story. 

J:~~':n~ = :: ~i~~t:~c~:':n~~j!':i~cj~~ni~~~~:U~~~ 
aspectofthcactionandnotinthcaspecuwhichitsharcswith 
similaractiom. ThcreisananalogybctW<:cnthethn:ckind!J 
ofrelationsinstillanothern:spc<;t. An actual event in the 
physical world commonly requires more than one scicnti6c 
law to explain it. The growth of a Ire<:, for example, is 
explained only to a small extent by the law of gravitation; 
there are other causes at work and the statement of their 
effects will be in the form of biological laws. Similarly, in 

~~t~t:n t~=v~~~~b';~~~:?n:~:~o::'~:"a~~a~,~~~ ::::~~~: 
why thcn:aresuchdoubtfuleascsin morality as whether a 
doctor ought togiveapaticntatrllcamwerwbichislikely 
toinjurethcpaticnt'shealth. 
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A metaph}'$i<;al thoxory would require to determine whether 
there is any eonnexion between the causal relatioru dis­
covered by the sciences and the moral relations with which 
cthicsdeals. Obviowlyamorallawcannotsaythatacertain 
action is the right one to do in those cir~:umstances where 
p:•ysiulconditionsmakeitimpossiblefortheagcnttodothis 
action. Forexample,underprcscm eonditionsitcannotbe 

:J~~~~n1~i:~~:~:~~~~;:;~~:r~~~~i~v~~t~~~: ~:h~:;~ 
withchangcd«onditiomoftransportsuchacourscofaction 
may become a man's duty in the future. If my friend were 
living in the same city :IS myself it would very probably l>e 
my duty so to visit him. Supporters of the view that moral 
laws are laws of nature may go much further than this. They 
may say that, as nature is a unity, thcrearclikclytobc 
analogies between causal law. and moral laws, between 
what actually happens and what ought to happen, for both 
arcpartsofthesamcschcmcofthings. lthasbeenmorcthan 
onccsullgestedinthisbookthatsclf-sacrificcisbothsomething 
thatclocshappcnverywidclythroughoutthcphysicaluniversc 
andsomcthingthatoughttohappeninthcmomllifeofman· 
kind. The natural laws which state that the seed dies in 
order to produce a new plant or that the maternal instinct 
impclsthcmotherbirdtosavcthclivcsofheryoungatthe 

scientific laws arc, :IS some philosophers old, statements 
of tendencies rather thanstatementsofwhatalwayshappcm, 
then morallawshavcancvencloscrrcsemblancctoscientilic 
laws than they had on the older view. (b) lfthcunivem:i.s, 
as idealists hold it to be, more mental than material in its 
structure, then thcrclatiomamongitsparlsmaybcmorc 
like the mcntalrclationsofcauseanddfect,thatwcr~:men­
tionedatthcbcginningofthissection,thanphysicalrclations, 
anditappcarsasifitwouldbcsomewhatcasicrtofitrelations 
ofrishtncssintothetotalschemeofthings. 

The thcoryofcvolutionha.emph.nsizedanothcraspcctof 
theuniv~rscthanthatdeahwithbythccausallawsofsciencc. 
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The counc ofnaturai!Wtory and the COIIJSC orlmman history 
are regarded as processes or development, and the nature of 
this development appean to be a mauer of great importance 
forethics. IfthCpr<>«S$Ofevolutionis,asthecarlicrevolu­
tionU~hcld,entin:lydeterminedbymerclynaturalcau=, 

~~~n.,,%:::: :~=~~":r.:'::.:-J~v!~~hr:l:c~;~;tl~f.,"i~~f~ 
be lived. If, however, as some of the more modern views of 
evolutionsuggcst,thcreissome'ste<:r'orcosmie purpose in 
evolution,andwccansaywithTennyson that 'through the 
agesoneincrea.singpurpo;w:runs',thenourhumanpurposes 
may have to6ndaeoherentpla~in that cosmic purpose. 
Indeed, tho:re arc thinkers who would $8Y that the only 
reasonabletheoryofethicsisatelcologicaloneholdingthat 
aetioruarcrightwhentheyarcdireetcdtotheendstowhich 
the course of evolution points. If, aga.in, we accept with 
llcrgson and IW followers a theory ofcreati\'e evolution, it 
may be that one of the ways in which an action is right is 
that it is an expression of the creative impulse in a new 
dire<:tion. It is possible to combine these theories and to 
supposcthatthereisatthe53metimeoneormorcpurposes 
1owards which the devclopmenl of the universe is directed 
and also a creative urge at work showing itself in new and 
unique creations both of new means towards the fu\61\iug 
of existing purposes and of new purpooes themselves. One 
ofthepurposesoftheprocessofcvolutionmaybctogivcthis 
creative urge fuller scope for its eJ<pn::ssion. If ~....s or a 
similar view of evolution be correct it may be at least part 
ofthebusinessofrightactionsto'driveonthesystemoflifc', 
thcrcasonthatDr.Johnsonone<:gaveforenga.ginginaction.' 
There would be, in thlscase, a new and closer relation between 
theseienti6clawsofnaturcatworkinthceourseofcvolution 
and the Jaws of morality. This does not mean that it is 
neccssarytorcgardthclawsofmoralityasonthesamelevcl 
asthegeneralizationsofthenaturalsciencesasthcearlier 
teaeh=ofcvolutionarycthic:s tended to regard them. It 
mc:ans rather that we arc regarding the laws of nature more 
in the way that moralists have regarded the laws of morality 
forweBreimplyingthatnaturcasawholcina\litsaspects 

1 Bosweli:Lifooj']oii1UM,Ch.~4· 
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ispurposi,eande\'Cncreati"C. ltisintoabad<groundor 
crcati"e effort and purposes working towards fulfilment 
th,.tourownmoralstrugglesanda.spiratioNaretobcfitttd. 

Crcati"e ""ohuion suggrsts anotllcr a.spe<:t of morality 
which moniotic thc:oriesofmetaphysicshavebcen in danger 
ofignoring. lfneholdwithmonistieidealismthattheuni­
vcrsc isfundamental!yone,wcareapttoignore'thc:many', 
andinpartic\llartherealityofthediiTcrencesbctween 
different individuals. :Monism is apt to suggest to the 
moralistthatthercisonesinglemora!end,howcvcrcomplex 
and many-sided it m.~y appear, at which every man ousht 
alwaystobcaiming. Tltcincvitab!cresuhofsuehavicwis 
to reduce the moral life to a single pattern, and this dot! 
appeartobconesideofmorolity,andoru:thatisalsolinkcd 
with the nlllural world. We saw in an earlier chapter that 
for every kind of animal and plantthc:reappeantobcan 
idealnature,oncthatthc:descriptivcscicntisttk-scribesin 
his text-book, b1.1tto which the actual specimens found in 
nature are only imperfect approximatioru. An evolutionist 
maycvenmaintainthatthecourscofcvolmionhasasoneof 
its purposes the approximation to the perfect type for a 
particular kind of animal or plant. Since the time of 
Ari.totlethereha.sbccnasimilarviewinethicaltheory. The 
good man is the man in whom the characteristics which make 
n man to l.Jc a man recci"e adequate expression. The fact 

~~::~ ':~~~-:~·=~n~i: ~~ff~~~~::- ~: ~~~ 
animals, nnd,a.swassuggcstedcarlierintltisehapter,ifman 
is immortal this sclf·rcaliution becomes a matter of far 
greater importance. One side ofsoodncsseertainly""'IIIS 
tobctherealiutionofah\lmannatun:thatise<~mmontoall 
men. Room must also be found, however, for the view that 
the good life is a life in which unique pe=oalitics an: 
devclopcdandinwhichnewform1ofgoodru:ssappear. This 
addsgrcatcomplieationstoanethicaltheory,fortheunique 
dorsnotadmitofgencraliza.tionsandsofardoesnotlcnd 
itsclftoscientifictreatmentatall. lnthillrespectcthicsmU>t 
take the side of the pluralists in mctaph)lliCII, fora universe 
which is to provide for thisereativekind of morality must 
havcopcnpossibi\iticsandopportunitiesforwhatisnewand 
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~:r:;~~b\~ b~~~C:f"~~!,:_~th~m~~~ ;~:ru~~~~ 
mayleadtothedewlopmentofamorcperfectdogin the 
senseofa'dogcier'dog;itaboleadstoagr<'atvarictyofnew 
kindsofdog. 

Acconlinglytheunivene suggested by our moral theory, 
andw..auonlymakingthe mosttentativeofsugg<'Stions, is 
auniversewithroomforothcrkindsofuniver.;allawsthan 
theeausallawsofr~atur:a.lscier~ce. Itisaunivcrsewhichat 
thesametimeha.spurposcstoachiewinthecourseofareal 
developmentintime,andiscrcativeinthesenscofproducing 
from time totimethingsthatarenewanduniqueand UD• 

predictable. Thereareinthecourseofitsdevdopmenttwo 
complementary tendenc;io:s, that towards the perfection of 
existing types and that towards the production of unique 
individuals. Ofcurn:ntmttjlphysicalth~ies, ideali•min 
itslcssintcllcctualistformsiscertainlythe one which would 
luitourtheorybcst,butitisanidealismwhiehmustgivea 
largerplacetothcmanyuniqucindlvidualsandmoreoppor-

~::r. r~; th:~~~~;;: t! 11:f su';h~ ~~~~l.i•:~~n1 ~;~:i~o~:bJ: 
togobacktothcoldviewofthemorallifeasthclife'con­
vcnienttonature'. 

§+ RtligNm anJ Mwsli/;1 
Religion may be defined as the belief in a supernatural 

realitywhichaffccl:lthebelieveremotionallyin!i!ll""VIa way 
as to impel him to perform certain acts directed towards 
the supernatural reality. Historically there ha.s been a 
very close connexioo between morality and rc\igion, for it 
is likely that religious customs were recognized a.ssueh by 
men before moral customs were distinguished from them, 
and in this way morality may be said to have developed 
from religion. The distinction was g-radually made between 
duties which W1're primarily directed towards one's fellow 
human beings and duties which were primarily directed 
towards God. The duties to one's fellow·men, however, 
eontinutd tobercgard(dasduticswhichGod commanded, 
andso,evenuptothep~ntday,morality~ndreligion 
have toagreatutcnt enJooned the same dune~. In the 
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highcrrdigionsthcrcillanexpliQtrccognitionlhattoobey 
the laws of morality takes a high pia~ among religious 
duties. The Heb~w prophet! taught this, when they main· 
taim:d that God require! instead of rites and sacrifi~;CS, 
that men should 'do justly and love mercy'.• It is true 
that there have been case~ where immoral rile! are prac· 
tiscd as a pan of religious ritual butthisha.sby no means 
lleenthegcncralrule. Religiowexperieneewithitsemphasill 
on the supernatural andmysteriowanditsstrongcmotions 
iscxcccdinglyliabletoabnormalpervmionsandthen:ligiow 
attitude is apt lobe exploited by theunserupulowclaimant 
to supernatural powcn. Religionisalsovcrycoruervativc 
and tends to preserve customs that an: no longer socially 
advantageous. Fa<:tOJ$ like: these ar<:: probably sufficient 
to explain tho.se Cli$CS in which r<::ligion has enjoined what 
morality has condemned. T.her<:: appeal$ abo to be •orne 
jwtiflcationfortheviewthatthcmorcreligiousanindividual 
orasocictyis,themoremoraltheindividualorthesociety 
will also be. This eonelation may seem to be disproved by 
the fact that~ decline in religion docs not in many historical 
o;:ases appear to be followed by an immediate dec:~ne in 
morality, but in mo.st cases this decline comes somewhat 
later. Pcopl<: continue for a pcTiod to observe the customs 
oftheirfathcrswithoutholdingthercligioU$bcliefsonwhich 
tho;:sceustomsarebascd, butafteratimetheeustornstooare 

~f.~~~= !~o:'::fl.:aO:n~n~~i~~~c:~lst~n~ 
giving up the moral codes handed down from the pan in this 
~,. 

Howevero;:loselyreligionandmornlityareeonnected,then: 
are certain well-defined ditfcrcnca between them;' 

(a) Religionincludesawidcrrangcofduticsthanmora~ty. 
Worship, prayer and the obscnran~ of rites and sacraments 
arcamongthemo.stimportantofrcligiousduties,butmorality 
hason\yanindircctconcernwithsuchdutiosinsofarasthcy 
aiT'co;:t a man's conduct in relation to his fellowmen. The 
fao;:t that they do haveluch an indirect moro.l inOuencc iJ 
demonstrated by the way in which primitive p«~ples usc such 

1 Mieahvi,8, 
'ef. De Burgh: 77lt Rtlatioosof Morolir,to &/igi1111, 
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;~~10:0~~ .. d~~~ns=~~:~t a~:~~U,:ti:f 1:~ed~.?~o.,~thsTh~ 
~~g~!!':;np= ;;;h'd~~~ :~~~ :o:~i~~~n ,:~~~ 
di.r«ted bill religious and God-directed. Along with these 
distinctively religiOU$ dutin, most of the higher religions 
enjoin all those duties which are enjoined by morality, and 
e~n gi~ to them the highest place among nligious duties. 

(b) Religion is more characteristically an emotional 
expcricn~ than morality. This is the difference that was 
expressed by Matthew Arnold's famous definition .;,f rdigion 
as'moralitytouthcdbycmotion'.• ltisditTtC"nh, however, 
tosayexactlywha!thcemotioniswhichdistinguishesreligious 
opcriencnfromothcrcxpcricnc ... ltmaybcdcscribt:das 
thcfcclingoftremcndousmystcrywhichOttohasc.allcdthe 
'numinous' or thcawcfdt in the presence ofholinc.,, and, 
inspiteofwhal Ouosays, this holiness, even in :->rimitivc 
conceptions, indudesaccrtain moral holiness-a fa·;tthat is 
ofconsidcrablcintcrcsttomoralists.' lnthccascoftbc 
higherrcligionsatanyratcthccrnotionmay be described 
ManintcnscfeclingofpcrsonalloyaltytoGod. ltmaybe 
deseribedagainasthccmotionofsubjectionorncgativcsclf­
fccl.ingwhichMcDougall finds in the instinct ofsdf-abasc­
=nt. This emotion seems often lo distinguish a religious 
action from a moral action of the same outward appearance. 
The m~ly moral man dO<:S a good action, for e1':1':mpl<:: a 

r~": ~=~~~~;fd1~lo1i:~ti~i.:: t::::~:: ~;~~::.ti~~ 
with i!S positive self-feeling is finding an expression. The 
religious man does the same :.etion, regarding himself as the 
feeble instrument of God's beneficent power, and hi• attitude 
isoncofaba.linghimsclfbcforcthewillofGod. ltisdifficult 
to sec this di5tinetion in concrete eases. Many religious 
pcoplearcsuffieicntlyirn:ligious to fed that they themselves 
arc doing the good action. The religious fccli11g may, in 
othercasc:s,bccomcassociatcdbyconditioningwiththcmoral 
action. Kanl,whosaidthat'morality ... innowayncctb 
religionforitssupport'also5aidthatthcmorallawarouscd 

'Arnold:Literlll..,..llltd Dogm~, Ch. 1, §ii. 
•ouo:JJ•~oftMHoi.!,P·53· 
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in him a feeling of awe, whkh i~ vr:rylikl:, ifnotidt.D.tical with, 
the characteristic religious emotion. 

(c) De Burgh has pointed out that while religion implie 
con<.luct as well as knowledge (in a very wide 5ensc: of the word), 
forreligionknowledgcisall·important,andaetionisforthe 
sake of knowledge.• For morality, on the other hand, 
knowledge is merely a me.arutobeueraetion,n«o:ssary,as 
Soerat~-s and his followers rttngnized, but instrumental to 
action. The religious lite is essentially knowing God; 'this 
is life eternal thattheymightknowthtilthconlytrueGod'.• 
Thisdoesnotmeanthatreligionisidenticalwiththeology, 
thephilosophicalstudyofGod,anymorethanthatmorality 
isidcntica.lwithethics,thctheoreticalstudyofrightconduct. 
lndcedithasoftcnbccnthecascwithrc=ligionthatils~al 
knowledgehasbeenhiddenfromth"ewiseandprudentand 
revealed to bal>es in understanding. The higher n::ligioru 
deseribereligiousknowledgebytheword'faith';itiseertainly 
not logical inferenee; itiol1tltcommonlythemystievision, 
although it generally implies a simpler kindofinluition; it 
is alwaf$ touched with emotion ..., we saw in the la5t para· 
graph, and is probably analogous to sympathy, a menta.! 
state in which both undentand.ingandfeelingareprcsent. 
Just as the sympathetic man understands what othen are 
sufferingandfeebforthem,•othcreligiousmanund<lntands 
the will of God, and feels a submissive awe to that will. The 
praeti~dutiesofreligionarctoalargedegreeinslrumental 
in their"vo~lue for it is through wonhip, prayer and sac:rament 
that we attain to the awareness of the supcm.arural which 
we call the knowledge of God. Some thinkers go furtller 
than thU and say that while morality is concerned only with 
a man's conduct, religion is conccmc:d with his whole 
pcrwnaliry. 

(d) Religion h:l!l it5 centre in God; morality has its centre 
inman. Thisdistinctionhasalreadybceosuggestcdbytbc 
differentemot.ionalattitudcswhidowelindinmoraliryandin 
religion. It is conceivable that there may be a purely human· 
istiemorolitywhichcontaiDSnon::fcrc:ncctothesupcm.atural 

I De Bu..::b: Tl<t Rtlolitmt of Moroli'.1 lo RrliKiM, III. Promii"'.< 
of IM 8rilit!o ArQtflot>·, Vol. XXI, p. 8~. 

'fohn~,-;;. 3. 
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althoughwcslmllsugg.:st in the sequel that this would be a 
very limited morality. Ethical societies have in the l~st 
ccnturyoftenprcsentedsuehamorality,andBuddhismlong 
agotritdtobesuehamoralitybutfoundhumannaturctoo 
much for it and became a rcligion. Religion, howe•·cr, 
would lose its essential nature if all refercncc tothesuper-

~;~;~~~§~~i~Q:~~~~:l~~!~;io~~ 
thinkers who appear to con6ne morality to a single state. 
Again and again in our study we have refnrcd to a 
man's society or community or group as the sphere of his 
moral duties, but religion in its higher forms reminds us 
that this community is no particular state or nation. It 
is as wide as humanity, for such Kligion teaches us the 
brotherhood of man; it is even wider, for religion thinks 
of a fellowship of conscious beings in heaven as well as 
on earth. 

In view ofthrse four d.iffcn:nccs between morality and 
religionthequcstionmaybca.skedwhcthermoralityrequircs 
thesupportofrcligionorwhethermorality,as we know it, 
can exist permanently without religion. History shows us 
thatitccrtainlyeandosowithnogreatappeannceofharm 
toitsclfforlimitedperiods,anditispossiblcthatsomcthing 

!~P~~ti';;YreJfgi~~-ral!;t:":re~~=a~~~~ /:;!:'ro~ 
thinking that morality without religion would be very 
differentfromwhatithas bceninthcpastand that some of 
its very highest fonns would disappear altogether. These 
reasons, by a different tum of expression, 3TC those which 
maketheexistenceofGod apostulateoftheusefulifnotof 
thrnceessarykindinethia. 

The following arc some of the ways in which religion appcan 
tobcinvolvcdinmorality. 

(a) Morality implies a certain metaphysical outlook, at 
least a belief in thco:xistenccofindividualsclva who arc in 
tDJUC sense the doers of their own action:~, in the reality of 
time and in the existence of evil, and gaim from eertain other 
philosophical belieli. For most men this outlook is provided 
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bytheirreligion. Theordinarymandoesnotstudyteehnical 
metaphysies,buthehasnonethclcssametaphysicaloutlook 
on the universe, without which his moral rules would not make 

~~~!~d;l;~p~~~~ptt~ilgio:~~ook, however oimplc or crude, 

(b) Religion gives objectivity to moral values. Th~ is 
throughoutmoralthoughtah.auntingfearthatgoodandcvil 
maybcmereirnaginatioruofthchumanmind,thatthcmoral 
strugglcisillusoryandthattherealuniverscbc:annore\a.tion 
to our human opinioru. In religion, however, man has a 
guaranteethatthcmoralstruggleisarcaloncinwhiehGod, 
ascreatorandsupporterofthcuniver5c,isconecmedandthat 
His moral laws nre as much the laws of nature as any of those 
withwhichthcnaturalsc.iencesdcal. 

(c) Morality implies an impulse or initiative from some· 
thing that is hcyond nature. This is thcviewofthosewho 
say that the voice of conscience is thevoiec of God within us. 
Whether we accept this view or not, we must admit that there 
is in our human nature an urge towards what is higher and 
better which can never be explained in merely natural 
terms. Thcreismoreinlivingthanthesatid'aet.ionofour 

~i~~~~:~~n~!s f.:~~~~:~ ;.;:~ ':~e~i:11:~w~~~v;:y "of 
gOQd ;u::tion, an aspiration, as we said in an earlier chapter, 
'For the man to arise in me, that the IIllln that I am may 

""(d}tM~~iity implies a pcrsonal loyalty rather than 
obcdiencetoanimpcrsonallaw. Ouratt.itudctoalawthat 
we regard as a moral law is very different from 0\11' attitude 

~a~te;,o~i~~~l~a: ~~~c:~~~~ti:'d:~il~-;:~:t norn;~ 
from one place to another in time of war. The political law 
mU5tbcobcyedbecausewescetheuseofobcyingit,orbccaU!e 
we wish to avoid thepenaltyforbreakingit,orbecausewe 
holdthatitisamoraldutytoobeyallthelawsofow~ntry 
however stupid they may be. On the other hand, a moral 
law is to be obeyed in the way that the wi!h of a friend is to 
be obeyed. If we fail toobeyit,wefailinsomcthingthatis 
verylikcapersonaloLiigation. Tho:natureofthUobliption 
in morality is admittedly obscure, but perhaps the most 
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uasonableuplanationofitisthercligiousonethiltweowe 
an obligation to a pcnonal God. 

(e) Thereissomcthingothcr·worldlyaboutrnoralityat its 
highest. h has already b«nsuggc>t~d that the immortality 
promised to bcUcvcn by many religions gives a new sig­
nificance to morality, by making the moral struggle worth 
whileandbymakingitreasonabletoauributegrcatintrinsie 
value to each human pcnonality. Morality is at the' same 
time other-worldly in a dilfcrenl way. The good man has 
hisaffectionssetnotonthethingsofthisvisiblc"orldand 
onthcsatisfactionthatcanbeobtainedfromm."ltcrialthings, 
butinarea.lmthatisinsomcsensemorespititual, ltis 
true that we know this spiritual realm most readily as it 
embodiesiuelfinmatcrial things, in the truthscxpn:~din 
words, in the beauty of nature and of art, and in goodness 
e~~:presscdinnoblcdccds. Yetinallthcsethingsaswcknow 
them there is an incompleteness which leaves our highest 
aspiratiON imperfectly satisfied. Bradley thought that 
mor.alitybyitsverynatureimpliedanunsolvcdeontradiction 
between self-realization and altruism, and Spinoza in hi! 
Elhic6foundthchighestlcvclofmoralityintheintcllcctual 
love of God, a level where morality has bun transformed into 
religion. his the faith of the religious man that this in­
completeness which ch.anctcrizcs every human endeavour 
inartandinpltilosophyaswellasinmoralityl!notthewhole 
ofl.hestory. Thislifeisrdattdtothclifcofetcrnt<v,which 
Uknownhoweverdimlyinreligion,asthe'arctoftttperfect 
round'. 



Chapter XVIII 

THE LANGUAGE OF ETHICS 1 

§t. Tltt Useof!Angu.ilgt 
'E>~prcssions may be grammatically similar and yet logically 

different.'' Thesenteno;e,'Apuppyisayoungdog',is.unilar 
in grammatical construction to the sentence, 'A puppy is a 
nuisanceintllehouse',butwhiletlleformcrexpn::l'll:!addini· 
tlon of the Englisll word, 'puppy', lhelatterexpressesafact 
lcarnedbyob5t:rvationand,inpart,anemotionalreaetionto 
it. Mr.BertrandRusscll,followingF~,wasoneofthefint 
British philo<Dphcn to show that the 'apparen.t logi~l form of 
the proposition need not be its real form',andWtttgenstein 

~~'ilO:p~;~ai ~~ti~~~J!'~o~fa'!!~~,~~~~b!:C ~~ 
aresenselessqucstions. (Anellampleofanobviouslyse!IK­
less question is, 'Is the Absolute red or yellow?') l'r<lfessor 
Gilbert Ryle summed up the view of those influenced hy thi! 

~~1~~~~f~~~2~~~~~~ld£i?!~e]5~.;:~~~~ 
~~; ~~:~~rtr~ r~s~:~ry11bt i~t'C:~; ;~~·A;:. 
butthefintsystematictreatmentofthclansuageofethi15was 
Professor C. L.Stevcll50n's£thiaallliLanguo.ge,fintpublishcd 
in •945· This work has been continued by othen, to whom 
we shall refer as 'philosophers of language', and, invitw of 
theirwork,everyfutun:writeronethieswillneedtoconsider 

3fd" c'i!~~C:~~~~~~~~ ::f%!nl:t~3~~:~'!~tbro~~..;;a~r~: 
intuitionistsoftheearlytwentictho;entury. 

We may regard words as tools, primarily tools for diR"ercnt 

: ~rG~~F~:i~~is~~J};~l~,p.7. 



"' 
An lnlraduclion /0 Ethics 

50rtsofcommunication, butalsotoolsforconstructivethink-

~'}g~m:.~=~ ~~~~~~~~f~~ ~~:~:t~~ .. ~~':e""~ .. ~;r:;.en~~~~! 
discussingthekindsoflanguagcused~ncthic:sitmaybchclpful 

to r~)c~:.ri~~~ ~~=g~~e~yro'ns'i.'ti!~" .. ·rr~~~~~"d.~;:~~ 
tivc:sand thclike,-'.enteneeswith theintcntionoftclling 
someoncwhatm do', e.g. 'Shut the door'; 'Thou shalt not 
steal'; 'Troops will disembark ato8.oo hams'; '1 want you 
to write this letter'; (when:: thisisw;ed not to tell one's own 
stateofmindbuttolcadtothcwritingofthclcuer). 

(b) EmDli/11/allg>l(/ge, consistingofwordsorsentenceswith 

~i~·~:t:~~7i~~re~~b;:~~~~~=~~~~~i~~~~ 
portsystemtotheeapitalisticwol~';'Thclibcralpo!icyofa 
frcc~ntcrprisepartyhasrestoredtoourroaduansportsystem 
theinitiativeofbusinessmcn.' (These la.u two examples, 
which contain a common statement, as well as different 
emotiveexpTCS$ions,maybelargelyreplattdbythesentences, 
'Thegovemmenthasdenationalizedroadtransport-whata 
~~~~o~~p;~~di~').rnmem has denationalized road lfans-

wi~) t~~7t~~ti~~rp:r;~t:! ;~;~:ari::_u· ·n~te;.: 
common type i> the 'sentence with the intention both of 
telling you what to believe and of letting you know that I 
believe it myselr; 1 e.g. 'Clouds are often followedl,._y rain'; 

;~ l:Ji'n~, ~~~~~~~~o:;~:~f(!'::e~at~tis'~.·:,~h~!~~esJi~ 
thehearertogoto Glasgow but to tell him thesizeofthe 
city). 

(d) /nUmg41i.,./angooge,consi>tingofquestions,aentences 
with the intention of evoking a statement or a command from 
thehearer,e.g.'Whatisthccolourofablackbird'slegs?'; 
'Whatshallldotobesaved?';'Youdidn'tspeaktohimat 
the meeting?' 

of ~he:h "~ii 0~o~~~:· :i:re~tt~t kt~: o!Jiifi:r:..:teso;~ 
poinu that have now ~ be made. J!'o~ each of t~cse four 
kindsoflanguage there IS one charaeten.suc grammaucal form, 

1 R. B. Braithwaite in MWJ, Vol. LXIII, p. ~5-4· 
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-a verb in theimperativemoodfor~ptive language, an 
interjectionforemotivelangu.oge,avcrbintbeindieative 4 mood for dtseriptive language, and a sentence beginning with 
animerroga.tivepronounoradjectiveforinten-ogativelan-
guage; we have shown thiseharacteristicfonninthcl'mt 
exampleineachcase. 

For each kind of language, however, other gnmmatieal 
fonns arc also frequently used, as in some of our later ex­
amples. The same form, e.g. 'You didn't speak to him at 
themecting',maybe,indifferentcontcxuandwithdifferent 
intonations, a question, a statement, or an emotive expression. 
It is dear too from our last two examples of emotive langu.oge 
thatasinglesenteneemaydotheworkoftwokindsoflanguage 
atthesametime;itisindccdinsucht"'O·functionsentenee 
thatemotivclanguagcismostoftcnfound. 

ntl~::r,~:J~:r ~ .. a:;u!~:, :i:.~l~i~~t~Ysoie ~:h;~.,e o1~;:h.t,~ 
;~·~ p_:~;l:~~d~~t.~;.:~~~sl":t~~~~~Cs::~h~~t?.~V~~~:~:~ 
aresenteneestowhichthewords'true'and'false'arcdirectly 
applieable,anditi•thoughtthatphilosophytobeworthyof 
the name mwt, like science, consi>t of true statcmenu. From 
what we have shown of other kinds of language being som~ 
timesexprcsscdinsentencesintheindi<:ativcmood,(e.g.'lt's 
smashing'; 'Troopswilldiscmbarkato8.oohour.;'),itisc!ear 
that we may easily make the minake of regarding such 

Eh}l~~??~lf!J=;i~a;~~T~~;~~::~~c;;~~~~~!n~~~ 
Many of the carlierphilosophusoflanguagehcldwhatis 

called the 'vcrificationisttheoryofmeaning',whichmaybe 
simplyifnotquiteadcquatclyupressedinProfessorAyer's 
statementthatasentencehasliteralmeaningifandonlyif 

~~;J' .. 'bh'!iti(~~~a~~f;~r!";.!:~~~ t"~~:i~h:~ ~~~~~~ 
self-comradictnrytocontradict,bceauseoftherulesoflan· 
guage,e.g.'Trinnglcs<!reth~sidod';anempirieallrveriliablc 
propositionisonethetruthorf.~lsityofwhichcanbcconfinned 
directly or indirectly by obser.·ation, e.g. 'lt will rain here 

' I'. H. No".:II-Smith: Et~i<s, p. ~~-
, R. M. Hare: TMLang""f'Of.MorD~, p.B. 
'A.J. Aycr: Langwy, Tru~hanJ L<>gr<, p. ~-
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tomorrow.') Those who, like the pn:sent writer, do not hold 
thistheorybutbelicvc thatthcrcan:othcrkindsofmean­
ingfulpropo:oitioru, whichmaybcexpre~S(din true or false 
statcmcnu, havesomctimcstcndedtoujc.:taU the work of 
thephilosophenofl.anguage. ltisbynomeansnc.:cssaryto 

~~=o~~is ,!it'h~~~ea~~f,~ ~~ 3'~~~~f~~~t~:~~::k~~age 
§<!. The!Anguagelf.StdinElhics 

Mostpeoplet.akeitforgrantedthatthesenten<:eswhich 

i~~:~~~:~:Fn~I:~;:~~z-ti-:;~~:·:~~~~1~ 
that these statements an: an.alytic or verifiable by way of 
observations. Indeed, whenanappan:ntlyethicalsentence 

~o~~~~:~=~n~~n~~;a;irn· M~. HI,;.~r.,cJ;:~a~~ 
Major, who makes the apparently ethical statement, 'Plunkett 

f~ii:;:~~;~iL~~f£:t~S~i;:;~~~r?.~£~ 
able by observation, but they are not moral judgements. The 
words, which occur characteristically in moral judgements, 
havcallnon..cthicalwcsaswcll,asinthcfollowingsentcnces, 
'Pick out theg(J()</applcs'; 'Five of his sums were right, but 
the other two were wtong'; 'The weather O!Jg/llto be better 
after Easter.' 

lncertaincontextsmoraljudgemcntsdothcspcbf.o.ljobsof 
th~Uofthckindsoflanguagc mentioned in the last section, 
asweUasanotherjob,thatofcvaluation,towhichweshall 
wmeinourncxtstction.(a)Wheninreplytothequcstion, 

:s~!~. !7:~eri~ht",:~7th': t!~~/~~~~~~!:~t;~;:r:'tiv:~ 
andalmostcquivalcnttothecornrn.and,'Tellthetruth.' 
(b) When thespcctatorofagallant action exclaims 'That 

~0no8~Z~;~~~uha~ ~0d:~;~:e~ la(~l{y~~:":ot~~r: 
writes in a testimonial that A. is 11 good girl, he is almllllt 
cenainlymakingthcstatcmentbyimplicationthatA.attends 

1 Thi;;, wdl brought out in a review of A. N. flew's 'Logk aM 

LA:"~.~!;..,~~~!~~~~· pp"!:~~ ;;~:LXII, p. 99· 
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Churchandhascertainqualitic:sofchan.cter. Ev~nif,unli.kc 
Mr. Hare's Anny Major, the clergyman is still using 'good' 
as a moral tenn, his judg~ment is in part descriptiw. 

Itissignificantthatinthcircharacterizationofethio;al ~ 
terms, the philosophus of language often refer totDOJ'C than 
on~ use. Profes;orStcvcnson's first pauem ofanaly..iosug· 
gests that 'This is good' is synonymous with 'I approve of 
this; do so as well'.' Here th~ word 'good' is being used 
both to express an attitud~ ofapproYal (in emotive languag~) 
andtogiveacommand(inprecriptiv~languagc). Professor 
Ayersimilarly wrote, 'Ethicaltemudonotscrvconly to express 

~~!:f~tc ~~:i~~.rc ~~~dt~~:::otb:W:~e:~• i~n~u':h ~ 
way as to give the sentences in which thcyoe<:urtheetrect 
ofcommands.'" Hercagainthcrcisanemotiveuscanda 
prescriptive usc. 

lt looks as if words in ~thics arc very troublesome. Th~ 
samcwordsarcuscdinethicalandnon•cthicalscntcncrs,and 
even in ethical sentences thcymaybcused fordilfcrcntjobo 
and for two or three jobs at the same time. In th~ logio;al 
analysis of such words-we shall use 'good', which is the most 
troublo:som~, as an example-three methods may be used: 
(a) ltmaybcsaid that'good'hasdilfcrentmeanings.and 
thatitiswedwithoncmeaninginethics,andwithanothor 
meaning in such an activityasthcmarkingofessaysbya 
teacher. Thishasbccnthccourset.:tkenbymostwritcnon 

~~~·~~~;~~~~~: :!~f.ho~~v;~~t~ f:e~?nnlt;~,W!:! 
uses of the word 'good'. These e<~nunon danents have been 
fully brought out in the writings of Mr. Hare and Mr. Urrrt$0n. 
Even if we lay aside all non-ethical WCI, we haw still to face 
thcdifl'ercntjobsforwhichthcword'good'isli$Cdinethia. 
(b) We may look for a common element in all the uses, and 

~~;~,;h:h~ :~; :J!~!.d£~~~~h 0~:~~o~~~·is J::i~gis wb'! 
itdcfinc:s'good'as'themostgcncraladjcctivcofet~nunenda· 
tion', but 'commendation' is itself a ,.,.guc and p=ibly 

~:,~!~~~:t~i~~~~t~ ::r:r :~;~;~~;~~r:cr 
is simply a large load. (c) While accepting the sense of 

1 C.L.Stevenson:£MicsiJlld~,p.81. 
1 A.J.Aycr:l..ttnp4gt,TrurltiJlld~,p.•oll. 
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commendation a.s basic, we may attempt to extend the mean· 

;;o~itt~~:~:~~~!t~5;t:~ r•i~~e~: ~~ ~~~~~~~ 
There may be other ways; Professor.; Ayer and Stevenson, for 

:'h~p:~~ h!~~ ~~~fS::'!.ini~h~~~Jt':xtu:"~h~~ ~a~ 
prescriptive dement in iu we. I do not think there is the 
same prescriptive dement in the word 'good' when it is applied 
tothegradingofapplo:s. 

va~~~~"or~:~~~~:~~ ~:tg;:,~S,::Y 3oft~~~ ;~v~n~i~~ 
todenythattpJO.cthicaltcnnstheycanhavcadescriptivcwc 
at all. This is in part a reaction from the imuitionist view 
of moral knowledge 'as knowledge that a certain object has 
aeertaincharacteristic', 1 andinpart due to the limitation 
given to meaningful statements by those who accept the 
vcrifio;ationist principle. So we find Professor Braithwaite 
saying that 'the essential thesis of a "noneogitivc" theory 
ofethio;s is to maintain that the spccifio;ally moral sense of 
"ought" isnotdocriptive','orProfessorAyersaying, 'Ethio;al 
predio;atc:sarcnotfaetual;thcydonotdc:scribcanyfcature 
of the situation to which they are apP.:lied.' • What seems 
tomedcar,ontheotherhand,isthattfweusecthicalwords 

~~~rt: ~~~t:~~~;~~:;~:t:rr·;;~h~~~t ~;4;!~~ 
thebeucrtoOlsforourpurposcwouldbethewords,~·approve 
ofthis:dosoaswell'. Thcsearcsimplewords,anddonot 
raise the same number of questions as the word 'good'. To 
methcrcappcantobcsomcthingmorein the word 'good', 
and it may be this something more which philosophers of 
languageareseeking,whenlikeProfessorStevcnsontheygivc 
twoacceptablcpattcrnsofanalysis,orincludcinadefinition 
morethanoncuse. 

to Spo::~t~h!~~":~~;"oF~~hi~al"fa"n:'a~ ~~~ :'8.,"~::! 
that their theories are rcHccting the ordinary usc of words 
forget that it i• the bwiness of both science and philosophy 

•P.H.N<>"-di·Srni•h:op.cit.,p.39· 
•Muul, Vol. LXIII,p.~57· 
•Ho1Wm, Vgl.2o,p.t7-f. 
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to modify the uses of language so that words may become 
moreefficienttoolsforthcpurposesforwhiehthtyareused. 
No physicist uses the words 'atom' or 'force' in the wgue, 
ambiguous way they an USlld in common spce<:h, and how· 4 
ever much the student of ethics wants for the busines< of 
exhortation to keep in touch with common spec<:h, he wiU 
nccdtorcachatcchnical,standarduseoftcrms. Mr.Harc 

~~~y:Jc~~odd·'i~1~h~fl~t c~::te~fo}h~~g~'k,~[;. i~h~ 
!:.:~~"!~~J:Sin8 t:'r:e~/~"~':friet~=;~t~:~~~~ili:. 
Haresaysthat'thismodelisnottobctakcntooscriously', 
butitisthckindofthingthatphilowphcr.~cflanguageshould 
be doing very seriously.• lr isnotoriousthatoneo;;muxa 
chisel as.ascrew-driver,withdisastrousresultstothechiscl; 
one susp«:ts that Mr. Hare's Anny Major is doing a similar 

~~~~z~~~~E~~i:&:~~~c;~;a~~~c~~~i~·~ 
thebusincssofthephilosophcl"5oflanguagetodecideonthtir 
proper use, and to see to it, as far as in them lies, that they 
are properly used. 

§3. EMiualiW! La11p1og~i~ Elltics 

an~ -~~fn~~~~~·~~=-i~.~~f;ITi,~~ a:~~~n;,";~::: 
~~~tr=~n~~;~~~e~~~~~~~~!~~~~:~~~~~~J~ 
saythatlanguagcisuscdevaluatively,andwcshall,following 
closely an artielc by Mr. J. 0. Unrnon,• deal with a simple 
and olicn non-ethical activity of this type, that of grading. 
We must not confuse it with the other activities we mention 
in the last section. As Mr. Unnson puts it, 'To;> d=ribe is 

;;' ~e:~;~ ~n~1:C/:n:.~~e: ~~~o~e~f~.:~e~i;'bfe 
toeithcroftheothers: norcananyofthcmbe...,ducedto, 
defincdinterm.sofanythingelsc.' 

•R. M. Harn,op.eit.,ch. ·~· 
'S., F. Wai>mann: AM/11i<-S)1111Hiio in AM/J"', Vol. X, p. 25; 

Vol. Xl.,pp. 25,49and trs;Voi.XIII,J>P. 13nd7J• 
1 'On Gr.ading', Enays"" iAJkoTUI iAngutJJ', Smw/Strits, p. l$9. 
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~;~~~h~~~r!~!~f~~~~ ... ~!p~!~~:i~~t~~ 
toapplytothedifferentgrada'good','mdifferent'and'ba.d', 
althoughthetradeprefersthemorespecialUedlabelsof'super', 

::t,r}:~y::...:p~," t~"-sor?;':gd~f a~p~: f~:;;~:~i~~;,!: 
BramleysandWorcesters,wherethelanguagcusedisentirdy 
deso:riptive. In grading the language isev~luative, and in 
eonlfA.!t to classification, we are preferring one grade to 
another. Itistruethatthe'gradinglabels'arcoftenhigh\y 
emotive wnrds as in the examples we haw: given, Lout the 

::'::! ~h~~~~ ~:..~e~o~d ;:d~\ ?~ff~~~d~•i,f ~~v't::: 
thatonegradeispreferredtoanother. lnactiviticslikethe 
gradinsofapplesthecriteriafordecidingthegrndeofan 

=~~~ ~e~1%~;.,~~~.:r:nri~~:- :~t:c~t~:of"'~~e~"~~ 
Thereisnoprcciscsetofcritcriafor'good'motorcars,Siill 
lc::ss for 'good' poems.• The reasons why 'good' as a grn.ding· 
labelissoverywidelyusedappeartobeboththatthecriteria 
foritsapplieationarevery.genernlandthatadiffcrentset 
oferiteriaisusedineachdtHerentcontext--onesctforapples, 
anotherformotorcan,andanotherformoralagcnts. Mr. 
UrmsonpointsoutthatitisJ>O""iblcinthecascofapplesfor 
a beginner to eany out the task of grading by imitating or 
obeying the instructions of an experienced grn.der without 
knowinganythingaboutthepurposeoftbegrading&.-"peop\e's 
attitudestoapplc:s. Thismaysug:grstasimilarsecond-!Jand 
usebymanypcopleoftermsuscdin moral grading. 

th~c~"::ri: :rens:!~b~r~~f .. ~rfi~~~·~~~.,d~fike's7;~! :~:~ 
when we label an apple 'good' all we are .aying is that people 
like large, rosy, sweet apples oftbekind tbat are put in the 
'good' grade. Any capable grader will.ay, however, that 
there can be right and wrong opinions al.oout good apples, 
andthatthegradcswhicbheusesarcdetermincdbyobjective 
criteria,andnotbyanythingasvariableaspeoplc'sliking>. 

~:~er; :~:~~ ~h:~~i~~~~i~?': t':S'~~~~;~raw:~ 
cheese. 'Jt is a fact that there is a stable majority, who 

1 R. M. H"'l': op. cit., pp. ~~~, '"9· 
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prefer, like, choose cheese with the eharacterilti~;S A, B, C. 
Then A, B, C, become the characteristics which are accepted 
cvenbytheminorityforgradingcheese.' lftheli.kingsand 
choices of the stable majority change, thCKwillfollowafter 
a time-lag a chang.: in the criteria. In the case of the 4 
criteria for grading cheese Mr. Urmson thinks that this 

~~~~·a~e {~~~~~~td~c~ a~d~~~:~:~u~~.~tl~!!~ 
po~~~~~~~:~~:~~~~~~~~t;~~~~ ~~~~?f~~~ti~,:t 
Mr. Urmson's argument is that in speaking of men and of 
theiractionsasgoodandbadand,lcsscommonly,indifferent, 
andeveninspeakingofmenasrash,br.r.veandcowardly,we 
are grading. Forindoingso,wcarc'appr<l\'ing', 'sdcc:ting' 
and'choosing'-activiticswhichhaveasimilarpattemtothat 

~~o~~rc~:i:~~~l!~~j~~~:~E~~;p~;: ~i~:: 
f~t~~i:a~j:~~eJ!~d~~~~t~~;;~.~~~::~:rcs~fA~~~~~ 
~~:~~rw~~~c,~~"J~h~ s:~~~ts0~:hc~h=kwh: ~h~h,.: 
b«n expected to lay down specifications have clearly had 
difficulty in doing so, and have commonly differed among 
t.herruelvcs. (Onethingthatthcymayleamfromthegraden 

rf~~~~~:~~id~W~~r:.=;.~i1n~::~;;~~~;~~~ 
very dearly w~at people are to do with them: the proof of 
the apple is the eating of it, and this immediately reduces 
the number of criteria to workable limits. We have no such 

~~~ns~scj~a:=o~~~~. t~frr~~:"!ri~:ri~eanrca:!dtt 
gradingam~nasgood indiffercntcontexts:wethinkagain 
of the Anny Major's 'good fellow' and the so~what unusual 

~~:k'.f i~mJ:~!:ntb~i~m~nd5~~~~~cs~~ncn;.~wa~~:i': 
Aristotle's 'magnificence'i<sean:elyacri~erionofthegood 

:~~ns ~~jii~a~ei~~it~":~::~:X~ 'i~'::.0:i~11~~ ;ri~~ 
themotivewillfigun:morelargclyintheeriteriausedbya 
rather confessor than in the eriteria used by a policeman. 
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:r~~f:::~~:~~~ ~~~~ :~r:~~~l?,~~~~;~~~ :~ 
:!~"!:7 o~~~~r ~~:;~' ~~ !.c::~.p~~a~11d ~~~~~ 
has in view the selection of men for some special duty, moral 
grading has no such dearly defined purpose. Mr. Unnson 
maymeanthatitha.ssuehavarictyandcomplcxityofpur· 
posesthatthesecannotbeanalysed. happeantome that 

~~. ~~:i~[e -:d:J !~"!: !'~;f:'~!~h~C,.~ ~ha.,.~ia~l~ 
aimistosellapplcsofanyqualityatthelargcstpricc. The~ 
hastobeanautonomyaboutmoralgrading;othcnviseitis 
not moral. 

Mr. Unnson points out rightly that in morality we have 
tode<:idcbetweendiffc...::msctsofgradingcritcria;wchavc 
togradcourcritcria. Hcrchcusestllelabels'cnlightcncd', 
'unenlightcncd','highcr'and'lower'andsuggestssuchcriteria 

:!,~~=::.~:~ o~(,~";:;l~'~;':~~;~~~~c~r,~hee ~~~~~~·.,:~~\~ 
question. Thcorigiruofcritcriafor'cnlightenmem'arcnot 

~n~}YtJ!:=n:: ;~h~~r~ti~~i~~rj~cr~~~~:..f';.!~'!:~~; 
fromthcnon..ethicalgrader'scritcriamnybcthatthctcisa 
:hn~!du'.,c::i~h'is'J~'§6~n moral goodness and its criteria. We 

Mr. Urmsoncondudeshisarticlcbysayingthathedoos 
notregard'right'nnd'wrong'andcognatewordsaJ;·"grading 
labels. This is important in its indication that in ethics we 
notonlyusecvaluativcorgradinglanguage,butotherkinds 
of language as well. 

§+. EmiiiWe!AngUJJgeinlf.thics 

Some of the earlier philosophers of language held thai the 
jobofethic.allanguagc was 'to e><prcss fcding', to which 'to 
e><press commands' was soon added. They realized, however, 

=:A;: :dfcd :0~ejo~~~:~~~~;;'r:Jin~u~~~ jot':£ 
aroi!Singfcclin!f,andsostimulatingaction.1 By so doing, he 
added a prescnptive use to the emotive use ofe1hical lentl$. 

•A.j.Ay~r:Ll..,....ge, TmlhtmdUgil:, p. toB. 
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Earl Russell replaced feelings by willhe: 'When a man says, 
"This is g~ in itsclr' .•• he means "Would that everybody 
desircdth1S?" 1 ProfesorSte\-ensonusedinsteadofthewonl 
'feeling'theword'auitude',whichisnotmictlyde6ncd,but 4 includes'purposcs,aspimtions,wanl!,pUference,desiroand 
so on•.• In his two pa.Uenu, the attitudes expressed au 

:~~~t~~:i:: aT'I.:f.,i.is:~vl:u~~~~!%~'r,!C:~~ as~:'t~i:f~;~ 
thatisexprcsscdincthkalterms. 
Somcgcncralconsiderationsmayhelpustod~lwiththis 

confusion. {a)Whenethicallancuageisusoetl.senously,and 
notmerelyconucntionally,itisnaturallyemotiue. 'Wegct 
stirred up about goodna>~ of men because we 3K men,' says 

.r:p1~a~a.:!~ :~=;~~~~~'![ ;[!~t";~;~~:~~ :ti:: 
situationsaboutwhichweoflenfeeldecply.'' ltisthccase 
toothatpcopleoftenuseethicaltennsfornootherpui"JKIK 
than exprcssmg their emotions, as in the common exclama­
tion, 'Thar is too bad!' The qu.,tion is not whether ethical 
tenru arc used emotively, but whether this use is pan or whole 
oftheusebeingmadeofthemindistinctiuelymoraljudge­
ments. Both Mr. Hare and Professor Braithwaite hold that 
'feelingsofapproval',---euenifupm:scdinethicallanguage, 
'are irrelevanttomoraljudgements'. {b)Thepointisollcn 
madethatinmoraljudgementsweareexpressingourfedings 

~::.i¥r~~:~~~~ ;:~~;~~~r~i:~d~~,~~~~Ei 
may both beexprcssionsoffeeling.'l, but theyabomaybein 
certain contexts descriptive statements, informing people of 
the fact of my disgust. Whatsomeofthephilosophcnof 
languageaffinnisthatitistheexpressionandnotthedescrip­
tion which is the concern of ethics. (c) The words 'good' 
and'right'and'ought'aregenemllyheldtoex.pressafauour­
able attitude, what Mr. Nowcli-Smith calls a 'pro-attitude'. 
This is true in theeaseoftheword 'good', but when I say, 
'I ought towritethislettcr', myattitudeissometimcsatany 
ratea'con-attitudc'towriting,countercdbyll.sclf-eom.mand 
to do it. I do not seem even to have a pro.attitudeto the 

• Quorcd C. L. Stevenson: EtJ.i<sGM Um~, p. 26s n 
'C. 1 .. St~vcnson:op. eiL., P·3 
'R.M.Hare:op.cu.,pp.l4Lol+l• 
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self-command in all c;asc:s unltsS my accepting of the self­
command iuelf implies a pro-a11itude. This ouggests that 
whilewemaybeusing'good'and'bad'frequenllyasemotive 
terms in ethical conteltts, it is less plausible to suppose that 
we are using 'risht', 'wrong' and 'ought' as emotive terms. 
(d) The same tennis often used with both a.n emotive and 
descriptivemeaningatthesametime,andthisissomctimes 
trueofethicaltcnns. ProfessorStevensonhasshownthatthe 
emotive meaning of a term may be dependent on or more: 
or ltsS independent of its descriptive meaning; we fed very 
differently about war-time 'conuot.' from what we do about 
'self-control'. Changcsincmotivc:meaningtcndtolagbchind 
ehangesindescriptivemeaning;thereareo\dpeoplcwhostill 

~~~~~rob;g~~~/i:~h~~;%ia~~~~~~rf~!~t'~Iy'"f~~ t~':: 
whomtheydescribedaswildrevolutionariesfiftyyear.;ago. 

Whatisthefcelingorallitudecxpressc:dby'good'inethical 
context:!? Various amwer.; have bc<:n given from Mr. 
Noweii-Smith's'pro-attitude', 'which should not be restricted 
toanyonepattern',tosomepeculiarlymoralallitudeorgroup 
of attitudes. 'The term "good,"' writes Professor Stevenson, 
'isindefin<lble,then,ifadefinitionisexpcctedtopreservehs 
customary emotive meaning. It has no exact emotive equiv­
alent.'' Whether the word 'good' is in ethical contexts 
expressingauniqueattitude,notfeltinotherconteltts,isa 
qucstionthatcanonlybt:decidedbyintrospection. Myown 
experience suggests that there is no pcculiarlymoralfeo:ling; 
what is peculiar is the prescriptive element in a sent~i{ce that 
mightbcotherwiseamereexpressionnffeeling. Some,who 

~~";~~:~:~~:at a';;:~~~!; ;~r:~~~'';~!v:e~1~c~ 
in other ways than to cxpr!S'l attitudes. When the Mmuter 

;,.~;~~~~~w~~~~p-::~~f': p~:~~~ ~o=ni~~; ra~::~; 
is ~71,t_~1 ~fn';:~!"~~ffer.; from purely emotive language in 
thatitdoesnotmerelycKpresanallilude:itimpliesthat 
thereissomereasonforthatattitude. Thisis,inpartatany 

~~~:~n~~r;~~~~r0~ sar:\?~~~~E~~:~~~~~~~! 
1 C.L.StcveNOn:op.eit.,p.&:z. 
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pupil, who said, 'I do not like thee, Dr. FeU: The reason why 
lcannottell,'andindc:edthercmaybenoreawnatall. But 
whcnwcapprovcofsomething,sothatwccansayitisgood 
or right or someone ought to do it, tlten weimplytltatwe 
havc:soundreasonsforourapprolr.ll. 

The important task of emotive language inethiesisnot 
tocxprasattitudcsbuttopersuadeotherpeople,andperhaps 
somctimcsoursclvcs,todowhattheyougltttodo. Onegood 
examplcofthisiswhatProfessorStevcnsoncalls'pen;uasive 

~e:~i;i~n:~~':. acha~~i':ij~~1it~~~ ~i,.~~!r'~ha:';i'~ 
;~.,"~:~"d.,'6~7!~g~r ~~· ;::;,•: ·;:~:d~ea.~r~,~~Sti~ 
attitudcexprcssedinthctcrmscmotivcmeaningtosomcthing 
new. Thcclcctionagcntwhoconvincesmcbydcfinitionthat 
'patriotism'includcsadhen:ncetothcprinciplnofhisparty, 

~he~0~~e 3o/~;! O:ei'ns1~r';:.~i1n,3b~~rhc1j:b~r~~c;;.0:U 
istoarowcfcdingandsotostimulatc:action. 

§5. Pros<:ripii',.UJ"ll'ffgei'IEthi<~ 

th~Ef~~':t'io~ ~r·=~: J~::.,o~~'t"'a ~~~13in~=n~ 
questions of the fonn, "What shall I do?".' 1 The answm 
to such questions naturally take the fonn of pn::scriptive 
languagcwhichistltclanguagcusedmostobviouslyin«<m• 

:~!.fd;~;,t ,!::k~'h~~~!~;~~da"'h~~tt~~d;;,~e~nd~ile 
~o:,"t~~~~:n~ry"';h~ua!~a~~P':~"f~~~in;~ ~:r: 
question• of the fonn 'What shall l do?', they usc «<mmonly 
sentences containing thcwords'rigbt'and 'wrong' and most 
ofall'ought'. 

We shall begin with '«<mmand..' which show pracriptive . 

~~~~.,~~g~ ~.,lr ~~~~~\ ~~~~.d ~~~rd::a;~::~ ~h:; 
the function of a c;ommandis togctsomebodytodosotrteo 

:::~!u:0~~ :;!!r;tt;;;~;d~~:Jn~~~~"~! ~'j;,een~:ll~~ 
apcn;onwhathcistodoinacommandandthcn,ifheisnot 

1 R.M.Hare,op.cit.,p.170. 
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disposedtodoit,stanthc'totallydifl'crcntprocessoftrying 

~,~g!€fJf!i~~{I~~~~~~~~~ 
~V:,.=~f:~~~:t:~~fra~~c ph;i,n~ay 1b:"uC:d~~~~ 
onlythcfintslepiJinordinarypcrsuasionwhollyprcscriptivc. 

ti:~~=b~:~:=~~~~~~:~:~~~h~hfn~i~t:~ 
mood', in the fan that they can have logical relations to one 
another and can even be formally analysed in the patterns 
ofAristotclianlogic. Oncofthedifficulticsthatthephilo­
sophersoflangua~ha~indcnyingthatmoraljudgemcnts 
are statements, iJ that to regard them as expressions of 
attitudcsorfcelingsleavcs thcmwithnologienlpattern. If, 
however, moral terms, even anificial moral teTITill, can be 
defined in terms of a modified imperative mood, as Mr. Hare 

~~t~ic!'1iJ a";%~~l ::~e~~e~~i~~ca~~ ~~= :~e p~~~ 
security as- have in dealing with scientific statements. 

seJ';i: J~~=Pi~e~o~l~aund~c~n:hdo ~';i~::t~~~ th~ 
judgementscanbedirc(:tlytranslatcdintocommandsinthc 
imperative mood. Moral judgements differ from ordinary 
commands in the following way. 

(a) Moral judgements arc universal in a way tf~<.t oom­
mandsarcnot. In Englishouronlyimperativcverb-foTITill 
arc in thcsecondperson;anditisthusthatcommandsarc 
normally expressed. The artificial first and third person 
fonru, 'Let me do this' or 'Let them do that', an: n:ally 
second·penonimperativcswcdtorcqucstothersnottoimpede 
the speaker or some other f"rsons. 1 On the other hand it 
is possible to make moral judgements in any of the three 

~;:~~~~~ ~ o;~ ~rich~wi~pe~(;~a~~- h~;i~Y!~~ 
mands in the imperative mood normally refer only to the 
present or ~he immediate futu~, and Mr. Hare has d_evised 
an imperative mood to meet thts abo. Appan:ntly umvenal 
commands like 'No smoking' in a railway compartment only 

• S. E. Toulmin in P!ti~ojl}pl, Vol. XXIX, p. 67. 
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become prDperly universal when they ar<: made with some 
general moral principle in mind.' Even when a particular 
pieceofadviccisgiven,asitoftenis,inthesecondpersonof 
the imperative mood, it is monl advice only when it is based 4 
onsomcuniversalprinciplc. Adoctor'sinjunctiontoanursc: 
nottotell,.,particularpatientthatheisdyins:isa,..Q/ 

~~i;~~ii~~ ::6.,~rt~a~ ,~:;:.!ti~~~~:n~.."~o~~ 
eondotiom;. 

(b) ProfcssorStcvensonhaspointedoulthatdirec:tcom­
mands often arouse resist.ancc,whilcawordlilcc'good'does 
not have this effect.• Thedircctcommandisoften not as 
effective a tool of pc:~uasion as the moral judgement, for it 
laclcsthoseemotivemcaningswhichamuscfeclingsandstimu­
late aetiom in othc~. There are cases where moral language 
docs arouse rcsistancc;asuggestionof'piety' may hinder a 

yo(~g ~hj~" ~~~~!:~"~;,::~~. 1!r~i~~:;.:/;ngiven, has 
the single function of getting somebody to do something, 
moraljudgemcntsaremorevariablcintheirfunetions. Pro­
fessor Stevenson gives the Cl<llmples of a moral judgement 
bcingmadcsimplytopromoteethicaldiscus;ion.l 

(d) 'A man who gives a command is not logitally bound 
to give any rcasom why it should be obeyed': but when a 
man says, 'You ought to do this,' heimpliesthatthereare 
reasonsforhisadvicebcingtaken.• Suchamoraljudgcment 
isaddressecitoarationalagcnttohelphimtosulveaproblcm 

~c~~~~et~~;i:!fcnnti~~h~;~hwchJm':'a~~~~:fG'"c:t~tsC.:::c"~ 
gious man can never question God's authority, and so pJ 
religious man cannot ask the reason why, but a moral 
judgement docs not eommnnd a pcrwn to do something on 
thcsolegroundthatheistoldtodoit. Therclationbctwccn 
a moraljudgcmcntandthercasonsforitwillconccmusin 
thcncxtse<:tion. 

(e) Just because a morn! judgement is univcnal it is a 
command to the speaker hirruclf as well as to otben. This 
isnotthecase, whcnwcgivcamornlcxhort.ationinsinccrcly, 
but to do so is an abnormal usc of exhortation analogous to 

1 R.M.Harc:op.cit.,p.tJ6. 
'C. L.Stcvenson:op.e<t.,p.3•· 
•P.H.Noweii-Smith:op.cit.,p. 191 r. 
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§6. Dmriptioe !Arlg!Ulgt i~ Elhks 
When one person says to another, 'This is a good moLOr• 

car,' and the second penon already has some knowledge of 

~0~~:~;~:~~:~~~~~:1~~~~~£:rE::~~~ 
~f~::,;~}~~~~~r ;:~~ ~!r1FT:u:!·~E 
g~~:~~~~~~r~r~~~~:?i~~~.:~!!£:1~~ 
langua~e. When we call a man 'hon~:~t', we arc not only 

d~c~l~: ~:~ ,';,~a~~a~~b;~ra~fa':f;t~~~pmval; we an: also 

or I,~isg:,~e~;.sa;~ t~~~;:e'Jycx/.=;t'iv~e iog~l:ili': 
meaning of such functional words we have tosaywhatthe 
objeo::.t ?•individual isfor,whatitissupposed todo,andin 

~;"~~~:~~~~o~~~a~~i~V:/rc :t~~~!j~,%'~;g;~ f:: ~r; 
~r~~~:~ iit 1!~:,n~~~~ h~aj~ ~~~c;.~:r~.,"~~:ri":~~ 
~od_auger ora good driver.' Thercarcnosuchgil>t11 
crttermforthcmostgene!'iLiethicaltcrms,butthcrcarcsuch 
when t1.~ term used is Ja'Kely descriptive, as, for example, 
'boncst'or'indllStrious'. 

Whatphilosophcrsoflanguagehavcbeenatpainstodcny 
jsthat'Thisisgood'iseveradescriptivcst.1tementanalogoLIS 
to the empirically veriliaWe statements, 'This is thn:o: feet :::f: ~~r~;:~s ai~u~'tii~:··w~cl. d~~ng~~inl~~!~: 
:;;.,~~~.,b~~~=c=;~~j'Tt."~0~J~h~ra~~~in~~u~~ 

!~:~~f~;~~r~Sf~.,;~~ir~~~~~~~~~~~~~1~t~~~ 
'redness'orthescttingsunfromallthcotherclcmoncsincho 
experience about which similar statements can be made, such 

•R.M.Ha"":op.cit.,p.IOO. 
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•• ~:~.~Je (~) 1ph;f=!h~1of'l~~~~~~~~i~k ':h~h~ s~~~E 
~:;\~;:n:h!' sf=~.,~~n~~is~s ";cf.'1~~.;~:di_fit i~ ~~~ 
wntentionofintuitioniststhatjustasthen:isastable 
majority who pen:eive discords in music, or who choose 

E~~~~~f:~t~f:~~ :~:~.,~:~~;~~~~;~£~01~!r 
~~~?~~i~d\s ~'di~~re1~:'fro~ ;~n~r-~~~~dir,~y'~.,;~~~ 
the Christian doctrine of original sin, we all have ddeetsm 
ourmoralvisionwhichmakereliableverificationdifficultbut 
not, I think, im_POssible. (c) Philosophenoflanguagetend 
tobelievethatmtuitionists ascribe infallibility to thr.statc­
ments in which they describe their intuition. Intuition is 

:~se~h~~ e~~ti;t~i~~: !~~::~• ~th"i(';~v~~~~.~s a~d 
~~~o;:;_ I~t)i}ito~;: :e:~~:~· tha~~f~~n~~~cih~r: 
quality which can be described in a statement, this quality 
cannot be at the same time emotive or prescriptive or evalu· 

~like ~~~ ~~ ~~~s ·:~50~t";h~~:i:fo~en~t~;1~':.~:!~ 
thatwordscanbeuseddescriptivelyandcmotivclyatthe 

1P.H.NoweU..Smith:op.cit.,p. 18o. 
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.s.amctime. (c) Philosophcn;oflanguageappeartothinklhat 
th" experiences whic~ morn! intuotionists claim arc unique 
andwithoutparallclmanyothcrsphcrc. Butinthesphcre 

~~c~:~~':;~~ ~~~c 'd\~i;,:j,'~:rd.::~~"~h~~~~ .. ~~r:~~:~~f 
goodness. hisjustbccausethcmoralintuitionisthastricd 
todcscribcthesccxperiencc:swiththcratherinadcquatctool 
ofalanguagcdcviscdforothcrpurpo:!C:Sthathisd=riptioru 
can be so easily assailed. Religious people have been wise 

in T~~g ~:;~d~~~~ d~~~;~ro~ec~:~~~;ionism; at most 
theyweakenthecritics'attadc. Intuitionistswouldcertainly 
bcwrongiftheyclaimedtbattheword'good',forcxample, 
wasonlywedtodcscribcanintuition. Thephilosophen;of 
language have shown that it is used in other ways. There 
doc;;, however, appear to me to be a s~ciale.~pcrience for 

Thercisanotherwayinwhichd=riptiveianguagcappcan 
inethicaldiscUS$ion. Wehaveseenthateriteriaaro:implicd 
in grading, and that reason• can begivenformoral pre-

~~~i~~e~:'ad !n"Jhr:~c::~:ro~:Or~l;r:,o:;•i:t~~:dr~;.!":r 
•tatements. Somcofehemindeedwouldinothcrcontcxts 
bcstat~entsofdcscriptivescience. Weshallnowconsider 
howtho:scstatementsmaybcrelatedtothemoraljudgcrncnts 
conne<:tedwiththem. 

(a) Moralistshavesomctimessp::okenasiCtbemoraljudge­
mentwa.slogicallyentailedbythest.atementsrivenasre.osons 
or criteria. Hume, however, in a famous passage p::ointcd out 

!~~~.":~ :;nt~t p~~i3:,P~\'lht~~0:p~:e::u;~. ~~~~~~h~ 
not'. Whatever be the relation between the reasons fora 

:;'.,~':~~~;~'r:~:a::~n~e moral judgement itself, it is not 

(b) Naturalistshavehddthat'Thisisgood'c.anbedelined 
in terms of 'This has cenain. characteriltia', for example, 
'This is productive of the maximum JXIS"ible amount of 
pleasure'. What is ordinarily thought of as a reason for ,. 
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¥'~':~i:,m~~ir:, ~yhdis"p=~ p;!~=~~~M:~~~~i 
it;, possibleforanyonewhocarcs to ignore nonnal ethical 
usagctodcfinc'goocl'inthisw.rr,y, ProfasorStevcnsonin 

~sR:~!~~~~:~~f.\~Sa~~i~!~~:~~~~~ 
M:.%~~ '~t~ral~t1c hf~la~'t~;~~~=~ ai~ihl: d~!ft':~ 
(:t'Ma~~~~~c~h~~;'t:c~C:::r7f!;:a;C:~~g~o lind only 
psyehologicaleonnectionsofa=ciationandeonditionillljl:­
contingcnt or matter of fact connections rather than logtcal 
relationships-bctweenrcasonsorcriteriaandmoraljudse· 
mcnts. 'What arc accounted ~ns for our moral jud~e· 
ments are rusons only in the sense: that they detcnnme 

i.:':~:i;s'ro~11~is~~2r;t~~~f~h~::ri~~f~~= 
althoughitwillohviouslybcagooddealmorecomplicatcd 
in ethical contc~ts. Mr. Hare would, I think, make decisions 
theultimatcdatainthedcvclopmcntoferiteria. 

(d) Thelongtraditionofreason being held tobcfunda· 

~~~l~!~~i~:!:~{hr~J~~~~~~;~~~m;Lt~~~ 
itmaystillbcanotherkindorlogiealn:\ation. LordKeyncs 

=·~·~ro::t,i~~~~~~p=~:~i~t~o:;h ~~j~c~~~ ;c~a·~~~~~~r 
logical entailment. Mr. Toulmin holds that there is a type 

~!'~:~~~~~ i:~~:',.~;~;.w~~~\:. 'k::!~;;'nte1~~t'~~ 
:::~~do:y a byu;!~~~¥c~~nic~.~hc ~~~~a~~1o:,:l J.~~~ ~ 
proposenofsuch theories and their critics arc keeping too 
closetothepaucrnoflogicalentailmcnt. 

re!!,~ini:n".;\~~5~~ r!~::dat:n a~ ,h:~~~:~~ri~~ ~~1}~~~: 
: ~~";!;,~:;.~~Lro~'t~!ry~,.,..,tt. HQri~CII, Vol.<1o, p. 175· 
'S. E. Touhnin. An &.rludt;, of U.. 1'/du of R.,.... in El/liu, 

pp.38,ssf. 
•Revi!OWinPAilosopltiusl(lwrltrj)o,l,p.371· 
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Creator. Godmadeusandalltheworld. Bt.<lliM<riftltJJIHe 
has an absolute claim on our obedience. We do nor exior 
in our own right, l>ut only as His creatur"" who ought IMrifor• 
to do and be what He desires.'' If the wordJ in italics 
indicate logical entailment, the argument is obviously falla· 
cious. Yet thcr<: is no question that many religious pwple, 

=~~e~1fin;~~e~th~r1~n~:io~~~=~~~~%~~ci:n~IIJ: 
contains-and otlsdlfficul!tofindanylogteallycogcntarwu-

~;~~£s1;fj~ o~~~ri~~~~~ ;~~!7nE~:d~: 
suffidcntrcasonfortheconclusionthatweoughttoobeyHim, 
but that the full Chrisdan account of God in deseriptive 

~~~~!'! ~r;'=~ ~~:lu~~;el~r:~~C: '::}0~\~e~~~~~ni~t=:: 
while admitting that the word 'intuition' may be a cloak to 

~~'1~~~~ti~~n~=:e 1~f ~; ';:"l~a~~ie:1r~en~~~:· inS~~ 
relationofmoraljudgements!othereasonsfurthem. 

•Bish<>pM<>rtirner,C\riltUinF.IIIiu,p.7-
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTIIER READING 

The beginner who has compl~ted an introductory coune 
should as a next step read som~ of !he star>dard works on 
ethics. The foHowing order may be suggQICd: Plato's 
Rtfiuhlie, wilhNettlahip'slecturesasa<;nmmenwy; Aristotle's 
Etlrics; Butler's Smnora (r, ~. 3, 11, 12); Kant's F0111ldMUms 
if'tlrtMtlap!r_JJ;eifEIAicsandCtilo'qruojPr""l¥aiRt<IIOII,wi!h 
Professor J. W. Scou's KIJII/1111/Iil Mtm~l Ll'ft asa o;ommenwy; 
andSidgwick'sMttlwdso/Etlrk!. Alongwilhthelhreclauo::r 
the reader would be well advised to ru.d the relative :oecliom 
of Prof=or Broad's FiPI! Types of Etllical Tl!mJ, and a con\• 

plcte study o(lhls book would make a satisfactory link bl:tween 
these standard works and more modem boob on ethia. 
Of these the student may begin with Dr. Moore'sPrilrlipi4 
Etloi,a, Rasbdall's Tlwry D.[ G«xJ dlld &it, F. H. Hradlty's 
Ethitallihldiu, and Sir David R"""'s FIIWIIlati.or.s of EtloUs. 

In the following list, which makes no daim 10 completen!:!S, 

~~=;!~a'::l;~.,;~ ~'!~r!re t!~or::,i~~ ~~i~:~~e~' :~ 
profitably read in ~is ti~t year's study are ma~kcd_wi~ an 
a..terisk. Thcclass•ticanonunderchapterhcadmpmdlcata 
the subje<:IS in which the writer has found each book most 
useful, lsur, in almostcverycase,lhcbookmaybeprotitably 
read as a whole. 

Chapter 1: T/UI NATURI: OF ETHICS. 
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*G. E. Moore: Ethics (Home University Library). 
J. Laird.: A Study in MDI'IllThory. Cllapters '• 2 and t~. 
G.C.Field:Mora1Thury. 

*C. D. Broad: SlltM of IM Main ProhltiJII Df Elhi<r. 
{PhiiMoplty,Voi.XXI,p.gg.) 

H. W. B. joseph: 801111 fuhle1111 in Ethiu. 

Chapto:r II. ~ PIYCHOI.O(;Y OF .IIOilAL AC110N. 

(<~)PsycllologyofWilling. 

*W. McDOUGALL: INTRODUCTION TO SOCIAL 
PSYCHOLOGY. 

5hand:FDilNltJJions~Citm~Uitr. 
j.A.Hadfield:PSJ<hologyondMortJb. 
B. Bosanquet: Psyt/10/Dgyoflht Mo~a1 Self. 
A.C.Mukerji: TNJ{tJJu~tDfSt!f. 

(b) Fn::edom of the Will. 

j. Laird: A Sfudy in Mlll'ol 'Tiuo'J'· Chapter 13. 
W. D. Ross: Foumlalillns ~ Elhin. Chaptc:rs 9 and 10. 
C. D. Broad; Dtlmninimr. lnihlmninism and LibtrltuianiJm. 

•c. A. Campbell: /11 Dtftnu of Fret WiU. 
H.R.Ishdall: TluoryofGoodondEPil. Booklii,Chapter3. 

Chapter Ill. TH!. D!.VELOP.IIENT OF MORAUTY. ~~ 

E. We:stcnnarck: TM Origi>l ond Dtl!tlopmml of/Itt Morol /,.,. 
J. IJe..,.-ey and J. H. Tufls: Ethics. Part I, Chapters 

2105· 
L. T. Hobhowe; Morals in Evolu/1on. 

•M.Ginsberg:Mora/Progrtss(Frascrl.ecturc). 
•W. Trotter: Jnt/U!'ts ~lht Herd in P1tu1 ond WDr. 

Chapter IV. THJ': PSYCHOLOGY Ol' THE l>IOII.AL JUOCJ!M!.tiT. 

J. BUTLER: SERMONS. 1 and ~. 

(C. D. Broad: Fiw TyptsW"Ethicol TMory. Buller.) 
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A. SMITH: THE THEORY OF MORAL SENTI· 

MENTS. 

(Selection in Sclby-Bigge:Bril!t/1 M~rlllUJs. Vol. I.) 

J. MARTINEAU: TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY. 

(H. Sidgwick: Lt<tvm"" tlu Ethiu cf T. H. Grun, Mr. 
HtrhtrlS!Jmaratul}.MMiint<~~~.) 

J. Laird: A Strul.J in Moral T/uQry. Chapt..- 5· 
W. D. Ross: FcwrdiJiiON rif Ethl'u. Chapter 8. 

ChapterV. nmDIWELOP!>IE!;TOPETHICAI.THWRY. 

H. Sidgwick: O~tliTUS ofllu Hi•IDI)' of Elhiufor &g/Uh 
RMtltrs. 

Rogers: Slto11 Hirtory of Ethics. 
•s. Ward: Ethics-An Hi.<tofl'<al !ntrodiJltilm (World's 

M:muals). 
C. D. Broad: Ftrt Typts of Ethiflll Tluory (Concluding 

Chapter). 

Chapte~IE~~~ ~~~~;:~o::J=:n:.so :<AT1!RAUST1C 

• A. C. Ewins:: Su&jutiuisrn (U!d Nal~ralism in Ethir.s. .MPul. 
~-5- Vol. Llll,p. t~o. 

D. HUME: TREATISE ON HUMAN NATURE. 
Section III. 

D. HUME: INQUIRY CONCERNiriG THE PRIN· 
CIPLES OF MORALS. 
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G. E. MOORE: PRINCIPIA ETHIC.o\.. 

(H. J. Paton: Tht Grwd Will. Chapter ~for criuri1m 
ofPrincipiaEihiea.) 

C. H. Waddington; $eimu lllld ElhitJ. 
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ChapterVll. TH&STf<NDAllDAii(;LV&t<BYINTULTION. 

(d) lmuitionism. 

~!~~:o¥l~:ig~!~::ti~F::k I, Chapters 
4and6. 

(b)MoraiSenseSchool. 
SHAFI'ESBURY: CHARACTERISTICS. 
SHAFI'ESBURY: INQUIRY CONCERNING 

VIRTUE. 
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F. HUTCHESON: SYSTEM OF MORAL 

PHILOSOPHY. 
F. HUTCHESON: AN INQUIRY CONCERNING 
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(r) Buder's Theory. 
J. BUTLER: SERMONS (Ed. W. E. Gladstone). 

•(Criticism by C. p. B~ad in Fioe TyfJtJ of Elhi'q! Thtory, 
and by A. E. Taylor tn Mrnd. N.S. Vol. XXXIX.) 

Chapter VIII. TIL! STANOAilD AS L.AW. 

(d) The Natu~ of Moral Laws. 
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(b) The Law of Nature. 
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.S. CLARKE: DISCOURSE UPON NATIJRAL 
RELIGION. 
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S. CLARKE: THE BEING AND ATIRIBUTES OF 
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KANT: CRITIQUE OF PRAGriCAL REASON 

AND OTHER WORKS ON THE THEORY OF 
ETHICS. Trans. T. K. Abbou. 

J. W. Scott: Ko11t on the Moral Lift. 
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